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The Solicitors’ Journal and Reporter. 


LONDON, JANUARY 14, 1888, 


CURRENT TOPICS. 


We recret to learn that Lord Justice Luvvtey is again laid up 
with a severe attack of rheumatism, and is therefore unable to be 
present at the sittings of Court of Appeal No. 2, 





Tue sunces of Court of Appeal No. 1 did not sit on Thursday. 
It is understood that they were occupied in the preparation of 
suggestions, to be leid before a meeting of the judges on Friday, 
with regard to the new circuit arrangements. 





Tue assistance of the Lord Chancellor has been invited by the 
Lords Justices towards forming a Court of Appeal to consist of 
= judges. Lord Correripce consented to sit with the court on 

riday. 





Tu appition to the daily cause lists which gives notices of 
appointments before the official referees, appears to have but small 
value. Asa rule an official referee cannot appoint more than one 
case on each day, and notice of that fact is only of interest to the 
— concerned, who are otherwise perfectly well acquainted 
with it. 





Mr. Justice Kay is undertaking the principal part of the business 
of Mr. Justice Srratuvc. He will take motions in cases pending 
before tke latter judge on Thursdays, and petitions and short 
causes on Saturdays, until further notice. There appears to be 
every prospect of the greater portion of Mr. Justice Kay’s time 
being taken up with interlocutory business until the return of Mr. 
Justice Srrriine. 





Tue Cause Lists, which, as a whole, were published last Monday, 
present, as regards numbers, no remarkable features. This only is 
observable, that while the cases set down for hearing in the 
Queen’s Bench Division are less in number than twelve months 
ago, the lists for all the divisions and the Court of Appeal, taken 
together, show a slight increase. This increase apparently indi- 
cates more business in prospect than the numbers point at, seeing 
that it exists notwithstanding the increased activity of the courts 
during the last twelve months. 





THE GENERAL MEETING of the Incorporated Law Society, to be 
held on the 27th inst., will have the following matters to consider : 
—(!) A motion deprecating the sending out of the circular as to a 
fund for the metropolitan police, and using the time of the cashiers 
in collecting subscriptions and giving receipts for them; (2) a 
motion by the same member on the subject of legal education, in 
which he recommends that steps should be taken for acquiring 
some portion of the £10,000 bequeathed by the late Mr. Justice 
Quain for that purpose; (8) a motion by another member con- 
demning the language recently used by certain judges respecting 
solicitors ; and (4) a question by the same member as to what has 
been done by the council respecting a report made to them by a 
special committee. 





d 


ATTENTION Is DrRectED to a special notice issued by Mr. Justice 
Kexewica with regard to Liverpool business, which is as follows : 


#03 | ‘ No action set down for trial in the Liverpool District Registry 


will be taken next week unless application is in the meantime made 
for change of place of trial to London and granted. Any such 
application may be made at any convenient time in court.” This 
notice is issued in order that R. 8. C., 1883, ord. 36, r. 22a, may be 
complied with. The particular terms of this rule have hitherto 
been overlooked, but as Mr. Justice Kexewicu is appointed as the 
judge to hear cases from the Liverpool District Registry, the appli- 
cation will, it may be assumed, be a mere form. It should be 
added that the notice does not refer to actions set down for trial in 
the Manchester District Registry, although the rule referred to 
equally applies to such actions; but a notice with respect to these 
cases is expected to be issued. 





Mr. Osporne Morcan, M.P., asks, in the current number of the 
Contemporary Review, whether Welshmen have, as compared with 
Irishmen and Scotchmen, “ carried off a fair share of the prizes” 
which the nation offers? He says “‘ it isan unpleasant admission 
to make, but I cannot call to mind a single Welshman who is at 
the present time a judge of the Supreme Court.” So 
far as our information goes, Mr. Osponne Morean is right; but 
what then? If there are no Welshmen on the bench, neither, we 
believe, are there any Scotchmen, unless the descent to which Mr. 
Justice Cuartes probably owes some of his characteristic shrewdness 
and caution, constitutes him a Scotchman. On the other hand, there 
are at least four West-country men on the bench—a very dispro- 
portionate allowance for such a district, if it is suggested that 
judges should be chosen with a due regard to their places of birth 
or family. But if Mr. Ospornz Morean will look back a few 
years we think he may take comfort. One of the greatest of 
modern Chancellors, Lord Wrstsury, was a descendant of the old 
Welsh family of Ar-Irnett; a very distinguished, if somewhat 
impetuous, judge, Lord Justice James, was born at Swansea, of 
Welsh parents on both sides; and the wittiest, and one of the most 
acute, of Lords Justices of recent times, Lord Justice Knieut-Bruce, 
was born in Shropshire of Welsh parents, and in his early life 
attended a Welsh circuit, where he is said to have had great 
success ‘‘in handling the native juries.” Turning to the common 
law side, two names occur at once; one of the most learned of 
judges, Sir Epwarp Vaveuan Wittiams, and Mr. Justice Watkin 
Witurams. On the whole, therefore, we think that Mr. Osnorne 
Morcan may take his harp from the willows. There is no 
reason to suppose that competent men are ostracized because they 
are Welsh, and Mr. Ossonne Morean will hardly contend that 
incompetent men should be appointed on the ground that they are 
Welsh. 





Mr. H. H. Asquiru, M.P., who combines very ably the func- 
tions of an advanced reformer and a practitioner at the English 
bar, appeared a few days ago before his Scottish constituents to 
undergo the process known as “heckling.” He had an exceed- 
ingly cruel and embarrassing question put to him: Would he 
“support a Bill to reduce the expense of law and justice, so that 
the poor man might get the benefit of it as well as the rich” ? 
We are happy to observe that Mr. Asqurrm was equal to the 
emergency. He dealt with the question as if it were entirely 
confined to Scottish litigation, and he treated the oppressed 
Scottish litigant to a joyous prospect of fewer and inferior judges. 
He is reported to have said that ‘‘ he would certainly vote in 
favour of any well-considered measure to reduce the cost of litiga- 
tion regarding Scotland. He thought they spent a great deal 
more money in the machinery of litigation than was at all justi- 
fiable, and he thought they had too many adeee, and he was not 
sure but that they paid them too much. He perhaps would insist 
upon a reduction in the number of the Scottish judicial bench, and 
probably a diminution in their salaries as well.” As this answer 
is stated to have been received with ‘‘ cheers,” we presume that 
the audience must have perceived at once the admirable appro- 
priateness of the only specific change suggested, considered as a 
means for attaining the end desired by the questioner. Wanted, 
cheap justice for the poor man: then let us have fewer judges at 
lower salaries! ‘True, the poor litigant could not possibly save a 
single *‘ bawbee” by the change; he might have the trial of his 
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case delayed, and might have it ultimately tried by a judge of less 
learning and experience than the old well-paid judges: true, all 
the benefit of the change would accrue to people rich enough to 
pay taxes; but then the poor Scottish litigant would have the in- 
tense satisfaction of knowing that a change had been made, and 
some bigwigs shuffled or displaced ; and is not this nowadays the 
essence of a good deal of so-called legal reform ? 





A sum of upwards of £4,000 has, by means of 4 series of forgeries, 
been obtained from the Paymaster out of court, and the Treasury 
are being called upon to replace the amount. This is not the first 
time such an event has happened, but we have never heard that 
any amount nearly so large as this has been abstracted under such 
circumstances. It is stated that in this case the delinquents have 
absconded, and that there is no probability of any portion of the 
money being replaced. The many safeguards which are devised 
for insuring that the money in court shall come to the hands of the 
proper parties cannot guard against systematic fraud and forgery 
more than they do at present, and when that crime is hatched in 
the brain of an official (as is stated to have been the case here) 
there is the greater probability of its proving successful. In the 
case referred to, the fraud was effected by altering documents so as 
to make the birth of an infant appear to have happened two years 
before its actual date, and the loss was only discovered recently 
when the infant really came of age. One is led to consider whether 
such a fraud could be prevented by requiring the personal appear- 
ance of the recipient before the judge in chambers, but the obvious 
answer to such a suggestion is, that personation is as easy as 
forgery. It remains then that, with the greatest care and watch- 
fulness on the part of officials, improper payments may be some- 
times made. It is, however, comforting to know that such in- 
stances as this are rare. The matter is now understood to be under 
the consideration of the Lord Chancellor. 





Ir may BE HoreD that very rarely has such a scene occurred in a 
court of justice as that which is reported to have taken place at 
the trial of Mr. Hurcutxas, at Devonport, on Saturday last. Accord- 
ing to a local paper, the grand jury were cheered when they found 
a true bill; the prisoner was hooted when he entered the court; 
applause greeted the evidence of the chief witness for the prosecu- 
tion, in spite of the efforts of the learned recorder to suppress it ; 
the sentence pronounced by him was received with applause and 
hisses (the latter meaning, we suppose, that it was considered to be 
too lenient); and as the prisoner went down to the cells he was 
‘loudly hissed by the crowd in court.’’ The incident suggests the 
inquiry recently made by a police magistrate, ‘‘ Are we ceasing to 
be English?”” Whatever amount of popular feeling may have 
been excited against a prisoner, it has always hitherto been sup- 
posed that the worst offender is entitled to a fair trial, and that 
any demonstration against a prisoner in court is in the highest 
degree brutal and cowardly. It would seem, however, that at 
Devonport this old-fashioned notion is exploded, and it remains to 
be seen whether it is vanishing elsewhere. We would venture to 
express a hope that judges will take a more vigorous course in re- 
pressing such manifestations than seems to have been adopted 
by the learned recorder at Devonport. The odd thing 
about the matter, to persons who are not acquainted with the 
locality, is the extraordinary wrath excited against Mr. 
Hurcuines. He was, we believe, a solicitor in large practice ; he 
had filled the office of mayor several times, and only retired from 
that position about twelve months ago. The offence of which he 
was convicted was that of inducing a client (a purchaser of some 
property) to sign a mortgage of the purchased property which he 
represented to be for £200 while in reality it was £250. It wasa 
despicable fraud, to which the solicitor was apparently driven by 
pecuniary straits and by the pressure which was put upon him to 
hand over a security for £250, which had been placed in his hands 
several months before for investment on mortgage. But the case 
for the prosecution rested mainly on the evidence of the mortgagor 
—she and the prisoner being the only persons present at the time 
of the execution of the deed—corroborated by various circumstances. 
The guilt of the prisoner, therefore, was far from being established 
beyond all question or doubt, and the case was one pre-eminently 
for careful and unbiassed consideration of the evidence by a jury. 








Yet if the prisoner had, beyond question, murdered half the people 
in Devonport, the popuiur rage against him could hardly have been 
greater. There may, of course, be personal reasons of which we 
know nothing, but it may perhaps be suggested that the position 
of trust occupied by a solicitor in extensive practice during a long 
period, may have had something to do with the popular indignation. 
The prisoner may have had in his hands the affairs of a consider- 
able proportion of the inhabitants, and no one could feel safe that 
his concerns had been properly dealt with. His pecuniary em- 
barrassments may have led to widespread loss and suffering. But 
the strange fact remains, that mere loss of property should have led 
to a manifestation of popular feeling which is rarely called forth 
by the worst offences against the person. 





We reprint elsewhere a summary of an interesting paper on 
the origin and progress of the law affecting joint-stock companies, 
and the recommendations which have been made for the amend- 
ment of the present law. It was stated in Parliament last year 
that a Government Bill on this subject had been drafted, and it 
may probably be anticipated that the question will arise in a 
practical shape during the ensuing session. The main suggestion 
of the writer is that there should be a return to the old system 
of double registration under the Joint-Stock Companies Act of 
1844. This was recommended by the Committee of the House of 
Cormons which reported on the Companies Acts in 1877. By the 
Act of 1844 (7 & 8 Vict. c. 110) it was provided (section 4) that, 
‘‘ before proceeding to make public, whether by prospectus, hand- 
bill, or advertisement, any intention or proposal to form any 
company for any purpose within the meaning of this Act ‘4 
it shall be the duty of the promoters of such company” to make 
certain returns to the Registry Office of particulars relating to the 
name, objects, and promoters of the proposed company ; and that, 
upon registration of these particulars, the promoters should be 
entitled to a certificate of provisional registration. Other particu- 
lars, relating to the place of business of the proposed company, 
the names, addresses, and descriptions of the persons acting in the 
formation of the company, and of the officers of, and subscribers to, 
the company, were required to be registered ‘“‘either before or 
after such publication as aforesaid’; and it was provided that a 
copy of every prospectus and circular, handbili, or advertisement, 
at any time addressed to the public or to the subscribers or others, 
relative to the formation or modification of the company, should 
be registered before it was circulated or issued to the public. 
The deed of settlement of the company, and any supple- 
mentary deeds, were required to be registered, and (section 
15), when all these particulars and documents had been 
registered, and found to be in conformity with the provisions 
of the Act and the regulations made under it, the company was 
entitled to a certificate of complete or final registration. The 
other recommendation of the writer also follows the report of the 
Committee of 1877. It is that the provisions relating to returns 
to the Registrar of Joint-Stock Companies—that is to say, the 
annual list of members and other particulars specified in section 
26 of the Companies Act, 1862—should be enforced. It would 
appear that at present these provisions are practically a dead 
letter, owing to the lack of some authority charged with the duty 
of enforcing them; and so the Act of 1862 fails to attain that 
which Lord Justice James described as its object—“ to prevent the 
mischief arising from large trading undertakings being carried on 
by large fluctuating bodies, so that persons dealing with them did 
not know with whom they were contracting ” : (Smith v. Anderson 
15 Ch. D. 273). Both the remedies above mentioned would be to 
some extent useful, and the latter is tolerably certain to be 
embodied in any Government measure. A provision that every 
company should be required to file a copy of its half-yearly or 
annual balance-sheet might also afford some check, and we believe 
that some such proposal was in contemplation last year. But the 
experience of the Bankruptcy Act shews that remedies which 
depend on the vigilance of creditors, or on the care exercised by 
persons entering into contracts, are of comparatively little service. 
Something more seems to be necessary to abate the evils complained 
of in connection with the Companies Acts. If the reports which 
were in circulation last autumn were correct, one of the main pro- 
posals of the Bill drafted last year was that no company should be 
registered unless a certain proportion of the capital had been 
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subscribed. It appears to us that a provision that a certain pro- 
portion of the capital should be actually paid up in cash would be 
far more efficacious than the remedies suggested by the writer in 
the Times. 








PERSONS ELIGIBLE AS NEW TRUSTEES. 
II. 


(2) Person having interest incompatible with duty as trustee 
(continued). 

(4) Solicitor to the trustees (continued).—There should be 
added to Re Norris, which we cited last week, a reference to the 
ease of Re Brentnall’s Trusts (W. N., 1872, p. 77), in which 
Lord Romilly, M.R., on a petition under the Trustee Acts, 
appointed as one of three new trustees a member of a firm of 
solicitors who acted for the petitioners, evidence being given that 
there was difficulty in procuring any other person to act. The 
learned judge said that he saw no objection to the appointment. 
It does not appear that this decision was cited in Re Vorris. 

(ec) Solicitor to a beneficiary.—It appears from the report 
of Re Norris that the new trustee was not only a partner 
in the firm acting as solicitors to the continuing trustee, 
but that the firm were also solicitors to several of the beneficiaries. 
It is not easy to extract from the judgment any definite statement 
as to the view taken by the court of this relationship, but it is to 
be presumed that the objection to the appointment by the court of 
a person occupying this relation would not be less than that enter- 
tained to the appointment of the solicitor to the trustees. As 
regards the appointment of trustees for the purposes of the settle- 
ment under the Settled Land Act, the rule has been established 
that the solicitor of the tenant for life is not a proper person to be 
appointed (Re Walker's Trusts, 31 W. R. 716, 23 Ch. D. 763; 
Re Kemp’s Estate, 31 W. R. 930, 24 Ch. D. 485). The observa- 
tions which we quoted last week from the judgment in Re Norris 
shew clearly that an appointment as new trustee of the solicitor 
we] beneficiary under a power to appoint new trustees will be 
valid. 

(d) Beneficiary.—The rules on this subject were so clearly laid 
down by the late Master of the Rolls in Forster v. Abraham (22 
W. R. 386, 17 Eq. 351) that it is unnecessary to trace at length 
the prior decisions. He said (p. 355) that, ‘‘ looking both to the 
reason of the thing, and to the practice and usage of conveyancers, 
I see no reasonable ground for saying that the appointment of a 
tenant for life [as a new trustee] per se is improper. I find also 
that although, as a rule, the Court of Chancery exercises its dis- 
cretion in the appointment of new trustees, . yet it is not 
an arbitrary discretion, but to be applied according to settled rules. 
Then, exercising that discretion, as I said before, the general rule is 
that the Court of Chancery will not appoint the tenant for life, 
although it may do so, and sometimes has done so. Therefore 
there is no insuperable objection to the tenant for life per se—that 
is, nothing to make the appointment invalid. I do not 
say that the court would have made this appointment, yet, it 
having been made under a power in the will, which I think was 
properly exercisable and properly exercised, I am of opinion that it 
is a good title.” 

The circumstances of the case in which these observations were 
made were as strong as can well be imagined against the validity 
of the appointment. A testator devised his real estate to four 
trustees, in trust for his wife for life, with remainder to F. for life, 
with remainders over, and with a power of sale, at the discretion of 
the trustees for the time being. The power to appoint new trustees 
was given to the surviving or acting trustee or trustees, with the 
consent of the tenant for life. Three of the trustees disclaimed, 
and, in exercise of this power, the sole acting trustee appointed the 
testator’s widow and F. (the successive tenants for life) new 
trustees jointly with himself. The original trustee and the 
testator’s widow having died, F. contracted to sell part of the 
property in exercise of the power of sale in the will. The pur- 
chaser objected that the appointment of F. as a trustee of the will 
was invalid, regard being had to his position as tenant for life 
under the will; and that, therefore, he had no power to sell the 
premises. But Jessel, M.R., held that the power to appoint new 
trustees had been well exercised, and that F. could make a good 
title to the property. 





The reasoning and observations of the late Master of the Rolls 
are directed to the question whether a tenant for life of settled 
land can be validly appointed a trustee of a will giving a power of 
sale to the trustees. He shewed that under the old form of 
settlement the common form power of sale was a power and 
direction to the trustees to sell at the request of the tenant for 
life; the result being to give the power to the tenant for life, the 
trustees being put in only to secure the due application of the 
purchase-money. And as regarded the reason of the thing, he said 
that while a tenant for life might now and then require a sale for 
the purpose of increasing his income, that was “‘a very rare case,” 
and there was no one more likely than the tenant for life to take 
care that the property was sold on a proper occasion, and when it 
would realize the highest possible price. There was, therefore, no 
conflict of interest as regarded the time of sale or the necessity for 
a sale between the tenant for life and the other persons beneficially 
entitled ; hence the first of the rules, to which we referred last 
week, laid down in Re Tempest (14 W. R. 850, 1 Ch. 485)—viz., 
that the court will not appoint a person with a view to the 
interest of some of the cesiuis que trust, in opposition to the 
interest of others—did not apply. 

It may possibly be suggested that, even if this is so as regards 
the exercise of a power of sale of land, yet there are other duties 
of trustees—for instance, the investment of the trust funds—as to 
which the interest of the tenant for life is plainly opposed to the 
interests of the persons interested in remainder. But it is to be 
remembered that the rule in Re Tempest was cited to the court in 
argument, and the late Master of the Rolls cannot be supposed to 
have forgotten that trustees for sale have the duty of investing and 
managing the proceeds of sale. No question seems to have been 
raised in argument as to the validity of the appointment if the will 
had not contained a power of sale, and there seems, to be little 
ground for doubt that, in the opinion of the learned judge, such an 
appointment in any other case would @ fortiori be valid. His 
observations must, we think, be taken as applying to all the 
ordinary trusts of a will or settlement. But it would not be safe 
to assume that where any special check has to be exercised by the 
trustee upon the beneficiary—e.g., where a condition is imposed as 
to residence in a house during so many months in every year—an 


| appointment of the beneficiary as trustee, even under a power to 


appoint new trustees, would be valid. 

There is, moreover, one point to which it is necessary to draw 
attention. In Forster v. Abraham the purchaser’s counsel con- 
tended that the scope of the will indicated an intention on the part 
of the testator that the tenants for life should not be appointed 
trustees, and drew attention to the principle laid down in Re 
Tempest, that the court, in appointing a new trustee, will have 
regard to the wishes of the author of the trust to be deduced from 
the trust instrument. How an intention on the part of the testator 
against the appointment as trustees of the tenants for life could be 
deduced from the will before the court, the learned counsel do not, 
from the report, appear to have explained. The two successive 
tenants for life were appointed executors; it appears from the 
judgment (though it is not mentioned in the statement of facts in 
the report) that they had ‘‘the control of the investment of the 
personal estate,” and their consent was rendered necessary to the 
appointment of new trustees. It is difficult to see how the testator 
could have more strongly indicated his confidence inthem. Bat 
the stress which was laid by the Jearned judge on the absence of 
any indication in the will of distrust or want of confidence in the 
tenants for life, suggests the caution that, before his decision is 
acted on, even on an appointment under a power to appoint new 
trustees, the instrument creating the trust should be carefully 
inspected to see whether any such indications exist. 

The rule laid down by Pearson, J., in Re Harrop’s Trusts (24 
Ch. D. 717), that “‘in no case could a tenant for life, or a person 
who might become tenant for life, be appointed a trustee of a 
settlement for the purposes of the Settled Land Act” ; which was 
followed by North, J., in Re Wright’s Trusts (24 Ch. D. 662), 
and was in principle adopted by the Court of Appeal in Ke 
Kemp’s Settled Estates (31 W. R. 930, 24 Ch. D. 485), where 
the court refused to appoint the tenant for life’s solicitor as 
trustee for the purposes of the Act, notwithstanding that he had 
been appointed by the testator as a trustee of his will—may 
possibly be due solely to the express provisions of the Settled 
Land Act, 1882. ‘The appointment of trustees,” said Cotton, 
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L.J., ‘is required to impose a check upon the extensive powers 
conferred by the Act upon the tenant for life, and the 44th 
section contemplates the possibility of there being differences 
Though the 
will shows that the testator put confidence in Mr. Wood, it does 
not lead to the inference that he would have put him into a 
position in which it would be his duty to check the tenant for 
The doctrine, however, rather tends to shew that, as 
regards appointment by the court, the present judges may not be 
disposed to take the same view as to the expediency of appointing 
a tenant for life as a trustee as was taken by the late Master of 
It is difficult to see how the rule laid down as regards 


between the trustees and the tenant for life. 


life.” 


the Rolls. 
the appointment of a trustee for the purposes of the Settled Land 


Act can be reccnciled in principle with the doctrine laid down in 
It is to be observed, however, that the 


Forster v. Abraham. 
learned judge who holds the most rigorous opinions as to the 


duties and liabilities of trustees, has recently appointed a cestui 


que trust as a new trustee. In Re Lightbody’s Trusts (33 W. R. 
452) a testatrix gave the residue of her estate to trustees on trust 
for the children of her two brothers on their attaining twenty-one 
or marrying. The trustees appointed by the will predeceased the 
testatrix, and Mr. Justice Kay appointed, as new trustees, one of 
the beneficiaries and the husband of another beneficiary, it being 
proved that it had been found impossible to obtain independent 
and suitable persons as trustees. The learned judge required the 
new trustees to give an undertaking that, whenever either of them 
should become sole trustee, he would use every endeavour to 
obtain the appointment of a co-trustee. A similar undertaking 
was required by Malins, V.C., on the appointment as trustees of 
“‘two interested persons’ in Re Burgess’s Trusts (W. N., 1877, 
p- 87). Onthe whole, it may probably be concluded that the 
court will only appoint a beneficiary as trustee in cases where it 
is shewn to be difficult or impossible to obtain an independent 
trustee. But, as regards the appointment of a tenant for life, or 
other beneficiary, as a new trustee, under a power to appoint new 
trustees, we think that Forster v. Abraham must be taken as 
settling its validity in all cases where the instrument creating the 
trust does not contain any indication of intention that he should 
not be a trustee, and does not impose on the trustees any unusual 
duty as regards the beneficiaries. 

(d) Relative of cestui que trust.—Lord Romilly, M.R., held 
rather strong views against the expediency of appointing as trustees 
near relatives of the cestuis gue trust. In Wilding v. Bolter (21 
Beav. 222) he said that he could not depart from the rule he had 
adopted of not appointing a near relative a trustee, unless he 
found it absolutely impossible to get someone unconnected with 
the family to undertake the office. ‘‘I have always observed,” he 
remarked, ‘‘that the worst breaches of trust are committed by 
relatives, who are unable to resist the importunities of their cestuis 
que trust when they are nearly related to them.”’ But the qualifi- 
cation attached by the learned judge to the rule is likely to render 
it inoperative in a large number of cases. It is notoriously difficult 
to obtain new trustees who are not relatives of the cestuis que 
trust. And it is to be observed that, even in the case to which the 
consideration mentioned by Lord Romilly, M.R., is most likely to 
apply—viz., the appointment as trustee of the husband of a female 
cestui gue trust—the learned judge who laid down the rule himself 
deviated from it. In Re Hattatt’s Trusts (18 W.R. 416) he 
appointed as a new trustee the husband of one of the cestuis que 
trusts, but required him to undertake that, in case he became the 
sole trustee, he would at once apply to the court for the appoint- 
ment of a new trustee. In Re Parrot’s Trusts (25 Soxicrrors’ 
JournaL, 758), Hall, V.C., at first refueed to appoint as a trustee 
the husband of one of the cestuis gue trust, who was entitled for her 
separate use; but the learned judge subsequently (see W. N., 1881, 
p- 158) made the appointment, directing that, in case the husband 
became sole trustee, a new trustee should forthwith be appointed. 
In Re Davis’s Trusts (19 W. R. 944, 12 Eq. 214), however, 
Malins, V.C., appointed the husbands of two of the cestuis que trust 
as new trustees without requiring any undertaking or direction; 
and in the last (8th) edition of Lewin on Trusts (p. 41) an un- 
reported case of Re Jesson is mentioned, in which, in a case in 
lunacy, where three new trustees were appointed, the court allowed 
the husband of the tenant for life to be one of them, without 

uiring any undertaking. It may probably be concluded that 
the court has less objection to the appointment as a trustee of a 


{relative than of a cestui que trust, and that, except in the case of 
the husband of a cestui que trust, the objection expressed by Lord 
Romilly will nowadays have little weight. There can, we think, 
be no question that the appointment of a relative under a power to 
appoint new trustees will be valid. 








CASES OF THE WEEK. 


COURT OF APPEAL. 
Re KNIGHT, KNIGHT v. GARDNER—No 2, 11th January. 


Pracrice—RgvivorR—APPEAL—DEATH OF RESPONDENT AFTER NOTICE or 
Arrzat—R. 8. C., 1883, XVII. 4. 

Notice of appeal having been given in this case, the respondent died 
before the appeal came on for hearing. His executor gave notice of an 
original motion that the appellant should give security for the costs of 
the appeal. This motion was in the list for to-day. Before it was 
reached the executor’s counsel applied ex parte for an order of revivor 
against him. 

Tue Courr (Corron and Bowen, L.JJ.) said that if the appellant 
wished to proceed with his appeal, it would be for him to obtain an order 
of revivor against the executor. The respondent was content with the 
order as it stood, and had no object in facilitating the appeal. 

The motion for security for costs was afterwards entered on. The 
appellant did not appear, though he had been served. 

Tue Covrr intimated that the notice was irregular, as it had been 
given by a person who was not a party to the proceedings. 

The motion was then withdrawn.—Covunset, B. Eyre. 
G. L. P. Eyre § Co. 








SoxicrTors, 





HIGH COURT.—CHANCERY DIVISION. 


Re PARNELL’S PATENT, HALKETT’S APPLICATION—North, J., 
1lth January. 


PatEnt—AssIGNMENT—REGISTRATION—ASSIGNMENT BEFORE DATE OF PATENT 
~ Parent, Desions, AnD Trapg-Marks Act, 1883, s. 90. 


This was an application under the Patent, Designs, and Trade-Marks 
Act, 1883, and the important point was raised whether the Controller was 
tight in refusing to register an assignment of a patent by an instrument 
dated prior to the letters pntent. The applicant claimed to be entitled to 
a half interest in letters patent granted to E. B. Parnell by virtue of a 
document dated Melbourne, July 9, 1883, signed by himself and Parnell, 
and relating to patents which it was proposed to take out in Great Britain 
and other countries. Letters patent were taken out in Great Britain by 
Parnell in 1886, aad an application was made on behalf of Halkett, the 
assignee, to the Controller to register him as owner of half the interest in 
the patent. The Controller refused to entertain the application, on the 
ground that the instrument under which Halkett claimed was dated before 
the letters patent. Halkett now moved, under section 90 of the Patent, 
Designs, and Trade-Marks Act, 1883, to have notice of the interest claimed 
by him placed on the register of patents. 

Nortu, J., held, on the construction of the document, that it did not 
give Halkett any right or equity to a half share inthe patent. That being 
80, he refused to decide the question whether the Controller could in all 
cases refuse to register a title derived under an instrument executed before 
the date of the letters patent. He felt a difficulty in so deciding, because 
it was very easy to imagine the case of a document executed immediately 
before the date of the patent, so clear and so precise as to leave no doubt 
that it affected the patent, so that, if it had been dated immediately after 
the patent, instead of immediately before, the right of the applicant to 
registration would be perfectly clear also. But iu the present case he had 
no doubt that registration was properly refused.—CounsEL, Cozens-Hardy, 
QC., and H. 7. Fellowes ; Ingle Joyce ; Cookson, Q.0., and B. J. Leverson. 
Souicirors, Dowson, Ainslie, § Martineau ; Solicitor to Board of Trade; Want 
§ Harston. 


Re MERSEY RAILWAY CO. AND THE RAILWAY COMPANIES 
ACT, 1867.—Kekewich, J., )2th January. 


APpPpoINTMENT OF Recerven ANC MANAGER OF UNDERTAKING OF RAILWAY 
CoMPANY, WHERE RECEIVER AND MANAGER ALREADY APPOINTED—30 & 31 
Vicr. c, 127, s. 4. 


Tn this case a question arose affecting the protection given to railway 
rolling steck, &c., by the Act 30 & 31 Vict. c. 127, 5.4. The section (so 
far as material) provides that ‘‘ the engines, &c., constituting the rolling 
stock and plant used .. . for the purpose of traffic . . . shall not be 
liable to be taken in execution at law or in equity at any time after the 
passing of this Act, .. . but the person who has recovered any such 
judgment may obtain the appointment of a receiver, and, if necessary, of 
a manager of the undertaking of the company, on application by a petition 
in a summary way to the Court of Chancery, . . . andall money received 
by such receiver or manager shall, after due provision for the working 
expenses of the railway and other proper outgoings in respect of the 
undertaking, be applied and distributed under the direction of the court 
in payment of the debts of the company and otherwise according to the 
rights and priorities of the persons for the time being interested therein ; 
and on payment of the amount due to every such judgment creditor as 





_— , the court may, if it think fit, discharge such receiyer, or such 
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receiver and manager.’’ Messrs. Waddell recovered judgment on the 14th 
of December, 1887, and on the 20th of December the Right Hon. E. P. 
Bouverie and Mr. G. L. Mason were appointed receivers and managere. 
The petitioners were the Corporation of Birkenhead, also judgment 
creditors of the company, and they petitioned for the appointment of a 
receiver and manager under section 4 of the Act. 

Kexewicu, J., said it would be anomalous to appoint a second manager 
where one was already appointed, though this objection did not apply to 
having @ second receiver, or even more. The Act took away the right of 
seizing the engines, rolling stock, &c., and gave a judgment creditor 
special rights in licu thereof; and every creditor might exercise it, since 
the Act did not in any way limit the number of creditors who might 
adopt this method of enforcing their judgment debts. He ehould make 
an order appointing, without prejudice to the order of the 20th of 
December, the same persons receivers and managers as were appointed by 
that order, but not to act without leave of the court. Liberty to apply. 
The costs to be added to the judgment debt.—Counset, Graham Hastings, 
Q.¢., and E. Ford ; Phipson Beale ; Farwelt. Soxtcrrors, Venn ¢ C2., agents 
for Town Clerk of Birkenhead. 





CASES AFFECTING SOLICITORS. 


Ex parte BROWN, Re SUFFIELD & WATTS—Uave, J., 11th 
January. 


Sottciror’s Lren ror Costs—Partnersuie AcTion—BAnkruPTCY—TRANS- 
FER TO BANKRUPTCY Court—C.iatm or LANDLORD FOR Rent—PREFERENCE 
—Banxrvuptcy Act, 1883, s. 102. 

In this case a question was raised as to the right of lien of a solicitor 
upon moneys recovered in an action. In 1886 an action for dissolution of 
jartnership was commenced by the debtors in the Chancery Division of 
the High Court in which one Bradshaw Brown was appointed receiver. 
In February, 1887, in consequence of the bankruptcy of both the debtors, 
such action was transferred to the Bankruptcy Court, and subsequently 
stayed. On the 6th of April, 1887, on the motion of Mr. Pullen, the 
:olicitor in the action, an order was made by the bankruptcy judge that 
certain moneys in the hands of the receiver should be handed over to the 
solicitor in respect of his costs. At the hearing of this motion the court 
was not informed, owing to the negligence of the receiver to inform Mr. 
Pullen, of the fact that on the 19th of March a claim had been made upon 
him by the bankrupts’ landlord in respect of rent of the premises occupied 
by them. The order of April 6 had not been carried out, and, the landlord 
persisting in his claim, the receiver now applicd to the court for direc- 
tions. The amount in the receiver’s hands was £84; the claim of the 
landlord amounted to £49, and the taxed costs to over £100. On behalf 
of the solicitor, it was argued that the landlord had no claim as against 
lim to the money in question, but that the interest of every party was 
liable to payment of the solicitor’s costs, who had a first charge on money 
recovered in the action. 

Cave, J., said that the order made by him on April 6 must be modified 
to the extent that the receiver mast pay the £49 to the landlord, leaving 
what remained to go to the solicitor. On April 6 the order was made that 
the receiver pay over the balance of money in his hends to Mr. Pullen, 
the solicitor in the action, it being then stated that the taxed costs ex- 
ceeded the amount in the receiver’s hands. But it was not stated that a 
tum was due and owing tv the landlord for rent, of which he had 
given notice to the receiver on March 19. Had the court known that 
there was that claim, it would not have made the order it did make. It 
was quite clear that a solicitor’s lien extended only to the net proceed 
recovered in an action, and he had no right to the gross proceeds, It 
might just as well be said that he would have a right to the gross proceeds 
of the sale of the stock-in-trade without having regard to the auctioneer’s 
charges, &c. If the court had known of the landlord’s claim in April, it 
would have made an order that the receiver should first pay the landlord’s 
claim, and that the balance, being the net procceds, should be handed to 
the solicitor for his costs. The landlord was quite justified in making the 
claim, and the order of Apri] 6 must be modified to the extent that the 
receiver be ordered to pay £49 to the landlord and the remainder would 
go to the solicitor. Then there came the question of costs here. The 
Jandlord clearly ought to bave his costs. He gave notice to the receiver 
on March 19, and the fact of that notice ought to have been brought to 
the attention of the court in April. There remained, however, the costs 
if the solicitor and of the receiver to be dealt with. Mr. Pullen, the solicitor, 
had sworn he had no notice of the landlord’s claim, and what the receiver 
raid in contradiction to that was not altogether satisfactory. That being 
£0, the person who had brought about all the difficulty was the receiver. 
He had done so timply by not stating that the claim had been made. He 
had the money in his pocket, and his lordship could not see why he did 
10t pay the landlord. So, on the order of April 6 being made, he kept 
the money in his pocket and paid neither the solicitor nor the landlord, 
and it was not until July 12 that he came tothe court fordirections. The 
receiver must, therefore, pay the costs of the landlord and the costs of the 
solicitor, and he must pay them out of his own pocket and not out of 
the fand, which would be unfair on the solicitor.—Counsget, H. Lynn; F.C. 
Willis ; Dundas Gardiner. Soutcrtors, Baker § Nairne; Jennings § Sons ; 
T. J. Pullen, 








It is stated that Mr. Thomas Lovell, for many years chamber clerk to 
the late Mr. Baron Piggott and Lord Justice Lindley, has been promoted 


THE COMPANIES ACTS. 


A corresronpent of the Times gives an interesting sketch of the history 
of the law relating to joint stock companies, and of the remedies 
proposed for the existing defects in that law. He says :—The first 
Act relating to joint stock companies, called ‘‘the Bubble Act,’”” was 
passed during the disaster produced by the bursting of the memorable 
South Sea Bubble, and for quite one hundred years the law rendered the 
formation of all such companies illegal. This prohibition remained in 
force until 1825, and from that date down to 1844 the regulations 
governing joint stock ——_ by way of inco on were under 
charter or special Act of Par ent. In the latter year, however, a Bill 
received the Royal assent which specifically provided for the registration, 
regulation, &c., of joint stock companies. This was the outcome of the 
deliberations of a Select Committee of the House of Commons, of which 
Mr. Gladstone was chairman, and which was appointed upon the 16th of 
February, 1844, ‘‘to inquire into the state of the laws respecting joint 
stock companies (except for banking), with a view to the greater security 
of the public.” The immediate cause of the appointment of this com- 
mittee was in a great measure due to the notoriety at that time attaching 
to the concoction, progress, and termination of certain bubble companies 
that had been promoted — for effecting assurances, for granting 
annuities, and for working es. This class of scandal was then not 
uncommon. It arose out of certain paroxysms of speculation which at 
that date appeared to be of periodical recurrence. And so universal was 
the feeling that some remedy should be provided for mitigating the evil 
that, when a Bill was introduced to that end, it was ‘seme J assed 
through both Houses almost without discussion. Among other wholesome 
provisions for the prevention of fraud, a main feature of this Act consisted 
in the requirement that a company should in effect be twice registered— 
first, provisionally, before its formation was announced to the public or 
any public act done; and, secondly, absolutely or completely, when it had 
been fully formed and all the requirements of the law duly complied with. 
The passing of the Act of 1855 was mainly brought about by the 
recommendations of a Select Committee of the House of Commons that sat 
in 1851, and was appointed ‘‘to consider the law of partnership and the 
expediency of facilitating the limitation of liability with a view to 
encourage useful enterprize and the additional employment of labour” ; 
and certain evidence also that was given before the Select Committee on 
Assurances which sat in 1853, as well as before the Mercantile Law 
Commission of 1854, had a considerable weight in the same direction. 
But no doubt the immediate cause of the Bill arose out of a resolution 
of the House of Commons, passed on the 27th of June, 1854, which, in 
stigmatizing the existing law of partnership as ‘‘ unsatisfactory,’’ went on 
to eay that it should be ‘‘ so far modified as to permit persons to contribute 
to the capital of trading concerns on terms of sharing their profits without 
incurring liability beyond a limited amount.” The Act of 1855 was not 
compulsory in its application, as was the case with the Act of 1844, but 
companies already registered under the latter Act, or now proposing to 
register, were enabled to avail themselves of its advantages, if they thought 
fit. In the case of a company already constituted under a private Act of 
Parliament, which desired to register with limited liability, there was a 
special provision that satisfactory proof should be given that 
20 per cent. of three-fourths of the nominal capital had been paid up. 
Banking and assurance companies did not, however, fall within the scope 
of the Act. The enactment, too, was understood to be of a temporary 
and tentative character. But the short experience of its working 
was very satisfactory ; and, in the session of 1856, Mr. Lowe, at that 
time Vice-President of the Board of Trade, introduced$ and readily 
passed through the House a Bill which repealed, not only the Act 
of 1855, but also that of 1844. The provisions of the new Act were of a 
very comprehensive and important character. The system of double 
registration that had hitherto obtained was done away with. There was 
to be but one sole and final registration. Seven or more persons associated 
for any lawful purpose were permitted to obtain incorporation with or 
without limited liability. If the number exceeded twenty, and gain were 
the object, registration was a necessity, or otherwiee the association was 
unlawful. The persons concerned were required to subscribe to a docu- 
ment containing the objects for which the company was formed, called 
the ‘‘ memorandum of association.”” They could tuke, if they thought fit, 
but one share each. Upon the memorandum being registered, the sub- 
scribers became a body corporate with power to act as such in all respects. 
They were further required to register another document called the articles 
of association. This is, in effect, the regulations under which a company 
intends to carry out its objects. Publicity of the affairs of the company 
and regulations with respect to its winding up, voluntarily or otherwise, 
were also in a manner provided for. Banking companies were 
not within the purview of the Act, nor were insurance companies; 
but measures were subsequently passed in 1857, and again in 
1858, which brought the former within its scope. The Act of 
1856, though from time to time amended in some of its particulars, 
remained in all essentials the governing Act until the year 1862. 
From 1844 down to the date which we have now reached, a number of Acts 
had been passed bearing more or less upon joint stock enterprize. They 
were seventeen in number—namely, six relating to joint stock companies 
generally, four to banking companies in icular, and five to the wind- 
ing up of companies. Ineack of the years 1858, 1859, 1860, and 1861 a 
measure was introduced in the House of Lords for repealing the whole of 
these Acts, and for bringing all trading companies, including those 
engaged in banking and assurance business, under one simple statute as 
to their construction, regulation, and winding up; but from time to time 
this measure, from various causes, failed to pass the Commons. A com- 





from a second to a first-class clerkship in the Royal Courts of Justice, 
Chancery Division, in the place of Mr. John Field, deceased. 





prehensive Bill was now, however, in 1862, introduced by the Attorney- 
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General of the day; and this was passed through both Houses almost 
without discussion. At the present moment the Companies Act of 1862, 
as it is styled, is the principal and governing Act. Seven different Acts 
bave, however, been passed, amending it in certain particulars. The most 
important of these became law in the years 1867, 1879, and 1880 re- 
spectively, Among several other new features, the Act of 1867 included 

rower for the formation of companies wherein the liability of the 
directorate would be unlimited. From the evidence of Sir Thomas Farrer, 
before the Royal Commission on Depression of Trade, it would appear, 
however, that this provision is practically inoperative, inasmuch as only 
three companies have been registered under the clause ; and there is little 
doubt that, if the law on this head were made compulsory instead of per- 
missive, as now, the result would be that men of wealth would refuse to 
join such undertakings, while men of straw, who would not, of course, 
have any fear of unlimited liability, would acquire the monopoly of 
management. The Act of 1879 was passed to enable unlimited registered 
companies to register with limited liability. Previously it was not possible 
for a company registered under the Act of 1862 as unlimited to be re- 
registered as limited; but the sad consequences that arose out of the 
disasters entailed by the failure of the City of Glasgow Bank and by the 
great fall in the shares of unlimited banks that followed rendered some such 
measure absolutely necessary. Under this Act, too, a sort of compromise 
between limited and unlimited liability was arrived at by instituting a 
class of liability called ‘‘reserve,” and this all the principal banking 
companies adopted. The Act passed in 1880 has been of considerable 
value. This enabled the registrar to remove from the register the names 
of all companies that were not carrying on business or in operation; and 
not only have some thousands of this class of company been struck off the 
list, but the effect has been to make companies in working order more 
careful to attend to the requirements of the law as regards their returns. 
Since 1862 two Committees of the House of Commons have sat to con- 
sider the operations of the Companies Acts—namely, in 1867 and in 
1877 respectively. The resolutions which the Committee of 1867 agreed 
to report to the House were all practically embodied in the Act of 
1867. The introduction of this measure followed immediately upon the 
panic of 1866, one of the principal objects being, there is little doubt, 
to provide powers for enabling a company to reduce its capital and the 
nominal value of its shares. Certain evidence given before the Com- 
mittee of 1877 led, in a great measure, to the Act of 1880 for clearing 
the register, but no action was ever taken upon the report. This latter 
‘was very pronounced in character. While expressing the opinion that the 
Acts had succeeded in removing the particular evil that they were in- 
tended to remedy, the Committee placed it on record that they ‘‘ were 
muck impressed with the importance of securing, as far as possible, in 
the formation of a company, a full disclosure of everything likely to in- 
fluence anyone proposing to become a shareholder’’; and they con- 
sidered that the frauds and losses occasioned by limited companies 
rendered further regulation in the formation of companies under the 
existing Acts expedient. They directed especial attention to the language 
of the 38th section of the Act of 1867. This requires that the prospectus 
of a company shall disclose any contract made prior to the issue of such 
prospectus; and the Committee gave it as their opinion that ‘‘ any am- 
biguity in the expression of its purpose should be removed or corrected.”’ 
They added that they considered that the present system of liquidation 
was unsatisfactory and required amendment. Finally, the Committee 
made the following specific recommendations—namely, (1) that there 
should be two registrations, provisional and complete, and that no com- 
pany should be allowed to commence business until its registration was 
complete; and (2) that the provisions of the law relating to returns to 
the registrar of joint stock companies should be enforced. This 
decision to recommend a return to the system of double registration 
that prevailed under the Act of 1844 was, no doubt, arrived at after giving 
due weight to the reasons that had been previously sdvanced for dropping 
it. These were ably set furth by Mr. Lowe when he introduced the Act of 
1856. But it is not clear that the evils—which Mr. Lowe then stated to have 
been created by the double system of registration—could not have been 
readily removed by a better form of regulation and of administration than 
that which obtained under the Act of 1844. The main objection raised to 
a continuation of the double system was that it enabled a company to treat 
provisional registration as the only registration and to carry ou business 
without proceeding to final registration, in open defiance of the law; and 
there is no doubt that the provisions of the law in this particular respect 
had in many instances been practically set aside. If the evidence of Mr. 
J. 8. Purcell, C.B., the Registrar of Joint Stock Companies, before the 
Royal Commission on Depression of Trade be referred to, it will be seen 
that the registrar estimates that as many as 64 per cent. of the companies 
that have effected registration under the present single system are defunct. 
Now it would be interesting to learn what proportion of the companies 
formed under the Act of 1844 that proceeded to complete registration were 
in operation when the law was altered. If the percentage of defunct 
companies registered under the old double system be found to be less than 
under the present single system, such a result would seem to point to the 
advantages of a double registration when worked under such regulations 
as would obviate the scandal of provisionally registered companies carry- 
ing on business as if fully registered, to which Mr. Lowe called attention. 
At all events, there can be no doubt that this question of registration is a 
most important one, and deserving the most serious attention of the Govern- 
ment. In any regulations that Parliament may think it wise to enact 
it seems most essential that adequate powers should be provided to enable 
the registrar to enforce the requirements of the law as to the due render- 
ing of returns required to be made for the protection and information of 
the public. The existing regulations on this head are practically a 


dead letter. Any legal proccedings that are now taken in this direction 
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would appear to be left to the common informer. Indeed, the present 
system is calculated to mislead by the apparent condonation of evasion of 
the law which it seems to convey. Although no recommendation on the 
point was made in either report, yet the evidence given by the official and 
certain other witnesses of high standing before the Committees of 1867 
and 1877 was strongly in favour of the filing of annual balance-sheets 
with the registrar of joint stock companies; and this view is also put 
pointedly forward by Mr. Purcell in his recent evidence before Lord 
Iddesleigh’s Comraission. Mr. Purcell at the same time expresses the 
opinion that the balance-sheets should be made in a statutory form. It 
is to be assumed, however, that the document could only appear on the 
file for what it was worth, and that the mere filing would in no way con- 
vey an official guarantee of its correctness; but there is little doubt that 
the requirement of such a return would form an element of wholesome 
check, while the observance of it could scarcely be in any way injurious to 
a solvent company. It is curious that although, under the Act of 1867, a 
company is bound to disclose in its prospectus ‘‘the material contents of 
every contract,” yet there is no requirement that the propectus itself 
should be filed in the registrar’s office. The desirability of such a course 
being insisted upon was pointed out by more than one witness that was 
examined before the Committee of 1844. Indeed, it forms one of the re- 
commendations contained in the report of the Committee ; and itis not 
easy to understand why the recommendation was not carried into effect 
and embodied in some one of the numerous Companies Acts that were 
passed since that date. 








THE MORTGAGE FRAUD AT DEVONPORT. 


At the Devonport Quarter Sessions, on Saturday last, before Mr. H. M. 
Bompas, Q.C., recorder, Arthur Brickwood Hutchings, solicitor, was 
indicted for having, with intent to defraud bya certain false pretence, 
fraudulently caused Matilda Eliza Orton Bell to execute a certain valu- 
able security, to wit, a mortgage deed for the payment of the sum of 
£250, in order that the same might be afterwards used as a valuable 
security for the sum of £250 at Devonport, on or about the 25th of July, 
The learned recorder, in summing up the evidence to the jury, said that 
the offence alleged was that Mr. Hutchings induced Mrs. Bell to signa 
mortzage deed for £259 by pretending that it was a mortgage for £200. 
They would have to consider whether Mr. Hutchings really did this, for 
it was the same kind of offence as if he had induced her to give him 
£50 more than she intended to. There was no doubt that the deed Mrs. 
Bell signed was for £250; was it conceivable that Mr. Hutchings did 
not know that it was for that amount? He was a solicitor 
well acquainted with business, and they could hardly doubt that 
he knew what were the contents of that deed. But there 
was some proof that he did, for about a year before, £250 of Mrs. Mill- 
ward’s money was put in his hands for investment on mortgage, which he 
had told her would be put on a house in St. John-street. Nine months 
passed, however, and Mr. Hutchings was not able to give Mrs. Millward 
the security, and she was pressing him. There could be no doubt that he 
wanted to provide that security. The real question was whether Mrs. 
Bell was induced to sign the mortgage deed for £250 instead of £200, or 
whether there was any possibility of her knowing the deed was for £250. 
There were only two persons present when the mortgage deed was signed, 
and one of those persons, the prisoner, could not give them in self-defence 
any statement as to what took place, for the law of England in all cases 
as it now exists shuts the mouth of the person who is being tried. Where, 
therefore, the case turned on the evidence of one person they must be 
very certain before convicting. Were they satisfied with Mrs. Bell’s 
statement ? There were two things which seemed to support it. One was 
that three months afterwards Mr. Hutchings, without remark or re- 
monstrance, received from Mrs. Bell interest on £200. The other point, 
of which the defence had been able to suggest very little explanation, was, 
Why should Mrs. Bell give a mortgage for more than £200? Respecting 
the question of motive, he could not agree with the view of the matter the 
counsel for the prisoner had presented. He saw nothing strange or out- 
rageous in the prisoner’s conduct. As long as he was in business as a 
solicitor no one was likely to find out what he had done. He received the 
interest, and until the mortgage was in hand or paid, no one would be any 
the worse or the wiser. Mr. Hutchings might have said to himself: ‘‘ Six 
months hence I shall have £50 coming in to me, and I will pay off that 
amount to Mrs. Millward. No one will be any the poorer for my conduct, 
and I shall save myself from the ruin which Mrs. Millward will bring upon 
me.” If the motive were that which he suggested, Mr. Hutchings might 
well have supposed that long before any human being would be the wiser, 
he should be able to pay off the £50 and make the mortgage all right 
again. But that was no answer to the charge, for in yielding to the 
temptation he had induced Mrs. Bell to signa deed by an untrue statement. 
Misfortsnes had come, and either she or Mrs. Millward would lose that 
amount. For the protection of the public the law said that a person had 
no right to take a neighbour’s property by a false statement. The case 
resolved itself into the very simple question whether the jury believed 
beyond reasonable doubt that Mr. Hutchings either told Mrs. Bell or 
induced her to believe that this was a deed for £200, when he knew tha‘ 
it was a deed for £250, in order to provide a security for his other client. 
That was what the Act said should be the offence with which he was 
charged. The jury retired to consider their verdict, and were absent about 
twenty minutes. On their return into court the foreman said, ‘‘ We find 
the prisoner guilty.” 

The Recorper, in passing sentence, said: ‘‘I do not propose to say toa 
gentleman like you, who could say it so much better yourself, anything 
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upon this painful case which it has been my duty to try, and I only make 
one or two observations that the public may know that in the sentence I 
am about to pronounce I have weighed and considered, as far as I have 
been able, all sides of the question. It is, as I have often said, my 

neral rule to treat a first offence rather differently from another, because 
I think one object of punishment is to prevent a repetition of crime. But 
that does not apply, practically, in this case. There will be no repetition. 
The punishment you have already suffered will make it impossible there 
should be any repetition of the same kind of offence. I have to consider, 
also, in all cases the nature of the temptation. You have allowed yourself 
to be drawn into this crime for the want of courage to stop when the 
temptation to wrong-doing first came to you. I make some allowance for 
temptation, and I believe you hoped so to recover yourself that no real 
loss would have happened to anybody, but, as in an ordinary case, so 
neither in this, can I take that as anexcure. The nature of the offence is 
moreover undoubtedly a grave one, because it is a betrayal of a trust 
which it is necessary in the interests of society should be placed in pro- 
fessional men. This is not an ordinary case of fraud, but of fraud by a 
trusted servant, and in the sentence I pass I bear in mind your position, 
and remember that any punishment I inflict will be a far severer punish- 
ment than in the case of any ordinary prisoner. JI have weighed all this, 
and the sentence of the court is that you be imprisoned for twelve months 
without hard labour.” 








THE LIVERPOOL AND MANCHESTER DISTRICT 
REGISTRY CASES. 


An important question arose before Mr. Justice Kekewich on Thursday 
with respect to Liverpool and Manchester business. On his lordship 
stating that he understood that the business from the district registries 
of Liverpool and Manchester coming into his paper on Monday, 
January 16, would probably occupy him a week, Mr. Barber, Q.C., 
as amicus curia, said that a serious doubt had arisen as to whether 
his lordship had jurisdiction to try these cases in London. By 
ord. 36, r. 22a, if on the lst of June and the lst of December ten or more 
witnesses causes assigned to the Chan Division proceeding in the two 
registries above mentioned had been set down for trial in those registries, 
a special sitting was to be held at Liverpool and Manchester to try them, 
before one of the judges of the High Court, according to such arrange- 
ments as might be from time to time determined amongst themselves, but 
if there were less than ten on those dates (and that had been the case 
here), the causes were, subject to any application which might be made to 
change the place of trial, to be included in the list of trials for the next en- 
suing assizes at poy oe and Manchester as the case might be. Ord. 5, 
r. 9, gave the Lord Chancellor power to assign the Liverpool and Man- 
chester chancery business to a judge of the Chancery Division, but the 
Chancellor’s transfer order of April, 1887, did not specify the place of 
trial. Under these circumstances it seemed there was no power to try 
the cases in London. Mr. Warmington, Q.0., also as amicus euria, said 
it bai been generally thought that ord. 36, r. 22a, was practically a dead 
letter, but the transfer order had made it of importance. 

Mr. Justice Kekewich said his desire was to carry out loyally the order of 
the Chancellor, and to enable suitors in the Liverpool pon | Manchester 
registries to reap the full benefit of the privileges accorded them. The 
best course he had thought was to advance the causes ripe for hearing in 
those registries in the paper here, otherwise they would not be heard 
until June. Ord. 36, r. 22a, appeared to have been made before any idea 
occurred of a judge in London hearing that business, and it might be the 
full effect of the rule had not been considered when framing the recent rules 
astigning the Lancashire business to him. The effect of the rule was that 
if there were ten or more chancery cases set down for hearing in the 
registries in question they were to be tried in Lancashire by a chancery 
judge or at the assizes, but not necessarily by himself. The only way out 
of the difficulty, which certainly had not occurred to him until pointed 
out by Mr. Barber, was to be found in the words subject to any application 
which may be made to change the place of trial. If such application were made, 
or if both parties consented to the removal of the cause to London, he 
could make an order, and even at the trial nunc pro tunc. If any party to 
a suit objected, he could not hear it here. He would cause a notice to be 
issued that, unless on or before Saturday next application were made for 
change of the place of trial to London, the Liverpool and Manchester cases 
in the paper for Monday, 16th, would not be heard. 








LAW STUDENTS’ JOURNAL. 
THE FINAL EXAMINATION. 


The first final examination under the new system commenced this 
week. The subjects were not taken in the same order as at past examina- 
tions, but commenced with conveyancing, the number of questions 
allotted to this subject being fifteen. Apparently the examiners have not, 
at any rate in setting the questions, taken into consideration the position 
of candidates who failed at the recent November examination, and who 
have had only a short period for working up the additional matter now 
required, for the opening examination is not an easy one by any means. 
The questions in conveyancing may be thus classified :—Two are on 
vendors and purchasers ; five could have been disposed of by a fair know- 
ledge of the Settled Land and Conveyancing Acts, though one (the sixth 
in the paper) is rather hard; one question was on the recent Oopyhold 


Act, 1887; five were on ordinary points in real and personal property ; 
while the remaining two involved some knowledge of drafting a convey- 
ance. 

It will be seen at a glance that the Oonveyancing and Settled Land 
Acts still remain subjects on which it will be very profitable for students 
to spend some time. Although some few of the questions were old stagers 
and cut and dried enough—‘‘ Define copyright, and what is the extent and 
duration thereof in of a book,” ow may a will which has been 
revoked by will or cil be afterwards revived,’’ &c.—still the paper as a 
whole is as hard as, if not harder than, those formerly set on this subject. 

The equity paper, given on Tuesday afternoon, also contained fifteen 
questions. Only two questions, the first and last, hinged on practice ; 
and latterly practice has been a a quantity. Four questions are 
appro riated to partition and partnership, too = a proportion, as we 
should imagine, in a paper of fifteen questions dealing with the whole of 
equity and chancery practice. Students should observe that a tendency 
to refer to compan se is being shewn. The examiners have — 
the bad habit of: ing nearly half this paper consist of questions from 
the law of trusts, three oy uae set hereon, which seems a fair ne” al 
tion. The student will probably find that Snell’s Equity was not quite so 
serviceable a weapon at this as at former examinations, but we will refer 
shortly to a course of reading after we have completed a review of all the 
papers. At present we have only had time to glance at the papers given 
out at the first day of the examination. 





COUNCIL OF LEGAL EDUCATION. 
Hitary Courss or Lecrurss, 1888. 
Prospectus of the Lectures of the Professors. 
JURISPRUDENCE. 

The Professor of Jurisprudence, Constitutional Law, and Legal History 
will, during the ensuing educational term, deliver a course of lectures 
on ‘‘The Analysis of the Primary Notions of Law.’ The first lecture 
will be delivered on Tuesday, the 17th of January, 1888, at 3 p.m., and 
the subsequent lectures at the same hour on Fridays and Tuesdays. 


Roman Law. 

The Professor of Roman Law will, during the ensuing educational term, 
deliver a course of six lectures on ‘‘ Outlines of the History of the Roman 
Law.”’ The first lecture will be delivered on pope Fs on 7th of February, 
1888, at 3 p.m., and the subsequent lectures on Fridays and Tuesdays 
at the same hour. 

Eaurry. 

The Professor of er will, d the ensuing educational term 
deliver a course of twelve lectures on ‘‘The Law of Trusts.” The first 
lectures will be delivered on Monday, the 16th of January, at 4.15 p.m., 
and the subsequent lectures at the same hour on Thursdays and Mondays. 


Law or REAL AND Personat Property. 


The Professor of the Law of Real and Personal ay rd wil), during 
the ensuing educational term, deliver a course of twelve lectures on ‘‘ The 
Law of Settlements.’ The first lecture will be delivered on Wednesday, 
the 18th of January, 1888, at 4.15 p.m., and the subsequent lectures at the 
same hour on Fridays and Wednesdays. 


Common Law. 

The Professor of Common Law will, during the ensuing educational 
term, deliver a course of twelve lectures on ‘‘ The Methods and Authorities 
of the Common Law.’ The first lecture will be delivered on Monday, 
the 16th of January, 1888, at 3 p.m., and the subsequent lectures at the 
same hour on Thursdays and Mondays. 


——- 


COUNCIL OF LEGAL EDUCATION. 


At the general examination of students of the Inns of Court, held at 
Lincoln’s-inn Hall, 13th, 14th, 20th, 21st, 22nd, and 23rd of December, 
1887, the Council of Legal Education awarded to George Glover Alexan- 
der, Inner Temple, and William Ambrose Jones, Middle Temple, 
studentships in Jurisprudence and Roman Law of 100 guineas, to contine 
for a period of two years; and to Toon Chan, Middle Temple, and 
William Edward Vernon, Middle Temple (equal), studentships Juris- 
prudence and Roman Law of 100 eas, for one year. 

At the December examination, 1887, on the subjects of the lectures of 
the Professors of the Inns of Court, held at Lincoln’s-in Hall on Decem- 
ber 15 and 16, the Cauncil of Legal Education have awarded the following 
prizes to the undermentioned students :— 

Roman Law, J rudence, Constitutional Law and Legal History, and 
Public and Private International Law.—Toon Chan, Middle ig a 

rize of £50; John Bruce, Middle Temple, £25; Iyotischandra Mittra, 

iddle Temple, £15 ; Henry Leeson Bell, Middle Temple, £10. 

Equity.—Harvey Mee, Middle Temple, a prize of £50; Rowland Edward 
Whitehead, Inner Temple, £25; Alexander Millington Begg, Lincoln’s- 
inn, £10. 

Common Law.—Hugh Miller Guthrie, Middle Temple, a of £50; 
Charles James Jackson, Middle — , £25; Patrick W: Evel 
Scott, Inner Temple, £15; James William Ross Brown, Gray’s-inn, £10. 

Real and Personal Pro Law.—Barnard Lailey, Middle Temple, a 

< £25 ; Beery aneenene Senet, Lincoln’s-inn, 
£15; William New Middle Temple, . 
The Council have also awarded to the student who obtained the 





greatest aggregate number of marks in the subjects of the lectures given 
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by two of the Professors—viz., in Equity and Real and Personal Property 
Law—Manook Zorab, Midd'e Teimple, a prize of £70. 

The Council have also awarded to the following students certificates 
that they have satisfactorily passed a public examination :— 

Alfred Adams, Lincoln’s-inn ; Lawford Andrews, Inner Temple; Cecil 
May Arrindell and Nogendro Nath Banerjei, Middle Temple; Francis 
Barchard and Lionel Barlow, Inner Temple; Francis Beeby, Middle 
Temple; William Alexander Dorsey Bell and George Chivers Bower, 
Inner Temple; Herman Kossuth Burney, Lincoln’s-inn ; Patrick George 
Carvill, John Henry Caunter, and John Crane Cawood, Middle Temple; 
Henry Griffith Cheshire, Thomas Edward Chisenhale-Marsh, and Ernest 
Holman Clark, Inner Temple ; Lionel Gordon Cresswell, Middle Temple ; 
Thomas Griffith Davies, George Clement De Souza, Alphonse Pierre 
Nicolas Du Toit, and Robert William Egerton Esstwick, Middle Temple ; 
William Gerald Elliott, Inner Temple ; Henry Lewis Dillman Engleheart, 
Lincoln’s-inn; Philip Evered, Inner Temple; Charles Robert Leslie 
Fletcher and Edward Portsmouth Fry, Lincoln’s-inn ; Humphrey Marett 
Godfray. Inner Temple ; Geraid Clayton East Pelham Gordon and Charles 
Carrington Hensley, Lincoln’s-inn; Furcy Alfred Herchenroder and 
Henry Thomas Hulbert Hewetson, Middle Temple; William Graily 
Hewett, Lincoln’s-inn ; Edward Digby Hildyard, Edward Maurice Hill, 
and William John Hiscock, Inner Temple; Ardeshir Rustomji Pestonji 
Kapadia, Lincoln’s-inn ; Charles James Kemp, Inner Temple ; Henry 

head Kindersley, Lincoln’s-inn; Harry Kingdon and Pandit 
Sham Lall, Middle Temple; Kenneth Henry Leach, Lincoln’s-inn ; 
Cecil Radford Lee, Middle Temple; Henry Ellice Lees, Lin- 
coln’s-inn; Ernest Frederick Lever and Henry Yarde Buller Lopes, 
Inner Temple; Oharles Frederick Lowenthal, Middle Temple; 
John Finnis Lynch, Inner Temple; Francis M’Carthy, Gray’s- 
inn; Ronald John M'‘Neill and Ernest Wynne Martelli, Lincoln’s- 
inn ; Charles Walter Mead, Middle Temple; Sigismund Ferdinand Mendl, 
Inner Temple ; Gulam Mohamed Bawania Munshee and Lakshmi Nara- 
yana, Middle Temple; John Barnes Newton, Inner Temple; Langer 
Owen, Lincoln’s-inn; Wilfred King Porter and George Portis Price, 
Gray’s-inn; Cecil Morton Raddock, Middle Temple; Ernest Barkley 
Raikes and Francis Octavius Robinson, Inner Temple; Henry Cooper 
Rose, Middle Temple; John Henry Roskill, Inner Temple; Byramji 
Colabavala Rustamji, Lincoln’s-inn; Reginald Robinson Sharpe, Inner 
Temple; Walter Sidney Shaw, Middle Temple; Frederick William 
Spinks, Inner Temple; Pandit Srilal, Middle Temple; Dawse Swinhoe 
and John Guthrie Tait, Lincoln’s-inn ; William Robert Huckvale Temple, 
Inner Temple; Charles Edward Troup, Middle Temple; Hugh Vane 
Turner, Lincoln’s-inn ; John Alfred Turner, Inner Temple; Namasivayam 
Tyagaraja, Lincoln’s-inn ; James Arthur Van Langenberg, Inner Temple ; 
James Edgar Vaudagne, Middle Temple; Mowbray Frederick Vivian 
James Arthur Webber and James Volant Wheeler, Lincoln’s-inn ; 
Herbert William Wrangham Wilberforce and Richard James Woodfin, 
Inner Temple. 


The following students passed a satisfactory examination in Roman 
Law :—Philip Leslie Agnew, Inner Temple ; John Anderson, Gray’s-inn; 
Arthur Herbert Bagley, John Cann Bailey, and Eustace Alfred Reynolds 
Ball, Inner Temple ; Richard Whieldon Barnett, Middle Temple; Jona- 
than Bucknill, Lincoln’s-inn ; John Henry Burn, Inner Temple ; Loftus 
Henry Kendal Bushe-Fox, Inner Temple; William Frederic Dominic 
Chambers, Middle Temple; Herbert Chitty and Karsondas Chubildas, 
Inner Temple; Edward William Coghlan, Middle Temple; Edward 
William Cox and Harold Cox, Gray’s-inn; Frederick Sydney Cooper 
Crane, Middle Temple; Charles Gilbert Dewar, Inner Temple; James 
Thomas Greening Donaldson, Middle Temple; Frederick Ernst Dubs, 
Inner Temple; Richard Joseph Anthony Edwards, Lincoln’s-inr ; 
Edward Montague Ross Emmott-Rawdon, Inner Temple; Stanislaus 
Thomas Eyre, Lincoln’s-inn ; Sydney King Farlow and Joseph Robert 
Fisher, Middle Temple; William Temple Franks and Walter Llewellyn 
Fry, Inner og ; John Hall Greaves, Lincoln’s-inn; Ernest Frederick 
Hadfield and Charles Waterfield Hayward, Inner Temple; David 
St. John Herd, Henry Higgs, and Mirza Kazim Hosein, Middle 
Temple; Arthur Edward Hughes, Gray’s-inn; Seth Parsick 
Joaquim and David Rhys Jones, Middle Temple ; James William Norton 
Kyehe, Lincoln’s-inn ; keginald Alfred Law, Middle Temple; Thomas 
Dalton Lawrance, Inner Temple; William Ray Lenanton and Joseph 
Henry Longford, Middle Temple; the Hon. Patrick Bowes Lyon and 
Francis Granville Mackenzie, Inner Temple; William Martin and George 
Forbes Meiklejohn, Lincoln’s-inn; Humphrey Nelson, Middle Temple ; 
Herbert Alexander Newbon and George Russell Northcote, Inner Temple ; 
Josiah Oldfield, Lineoln’s-inn ; Henry Osborne, George Jekyll Phillippo, 
and William Le Geyt Pullen, Inner Temple ; Mohamud Azizul Rahman, 
Middle Temple ; Henry Reece, Lincoln’s-inn ; Cosmo Rose-Innes, Inner 
Temple ; John Sanderson, Lincoln’s-inn ; Dalpatram Bhagranji Shukla, 
Inner Temple; Thomas Edward Spencer, Middle Temple; Alfred 
Evelyn Staley and Guy Stephenson, Inner Temple ; Charles Meymott 
Tidy, Lincoln’s-inn; Emil Anthony Trier and Edmund Henry Lacon 
Watson, Inner Temple ; James Williamson Wearing, Middle Temple ; 
Frederick Herbert Wheeler, Lincoln’s-inn ; Frederic George Wigley, 
Inner Temple ; and John Winkfield, Lincoln’s-inn. 








Law Srvpents’ Denatine Socrery.—Jan. 10.—Chairman--Mr. W. H. 
Brightman.—The subject for discussion was, ‘‘ That any man convicted of 
a criminal offence should be disqualified from sitting in Parliament for 
seven years.” Mr. J. Cornelius Wheeler opened the debate. The 


LEGAL NEWS. 
OBITUARY. 


Mr. Atrrep Barravup Burton, solicitor (of the firm of Burton & 
Scorer), of Lincoln, died at Eastbourne on the 2nd inst., after a somewhat 
long illness. Mr, Burton was born in 1839. He was admitted a solicitor 
in 1863, and he had since practised at Lincoln. He was in partner- 
ship with Mr. John Francis Burton, who is clerk of the peace for Lindsey, 
and clerk to the Lincolnshire Gaol Sessions, and with Mr. Charles Scorer. 
He had been for several years under-sheriff of Lincolnshire. Mr. Burton 
was married in 1868 to the eldest daughter of Mr. William Collins Wood, 
of Kethick, Perthshire, and he leaves one son and four daughters. He 
was buried at Lincoln on the 7th inst. 


Mr. Wriixtam Corz Baastzy, Q.C, died at his residence, 41, St. 
George’s-square, on the 9th inst., aged seventy-two, after a long illness, 
Mr. Beasley was the eldest son of Mr. William Beasley, of Surfleet, 
Lincolnshire, and was born in 1816. He was formerly Scholar of 
Lincoln College, Oxford, where he graduated B.A. in 1836. He practised 
for several years as a special pleader, and he was called to the bar at the 
Inner Temple in Easter Term, 1853, when he joined the Midland Circuit. 
Mr. Beasley was for many years a revising barrister, and one of the junior 
prosecuting counsel to the Treasury at the Central Criminal Court, and he 
was engaged for the prosecution of the murderer Miiller, and in other 
important cases. He was also for several years junior counsel to the 
Commissioners of Customs. In 1880 he received a silk gown from Lord 
Cairns, and he was soon afterwards appointed senior counsel to the Com- 
missioners of Customs. He was a bencher of the Inner Temple, and he 
was recorder of Warwick from July till December, 1874, when he was 
appointed recorder of Hull, but he resigned that office about six weeks 
ago on account of ill-health. Mr. Beasley was married in 1842 to the 
eldest daughter of Mr. Edward Turner, formerly M.P. for Truro. 


Mr. Joszrx Maynarp, solicitor, of Coleman-street, City, who died at 
52, Westbourne-terrace on the 9th inst., in the 90th year of his age, 
was the only son of the late Mr. Joseph Cam Maynard, also a solicitor, 
of the firm of Winter, Kaye, & Maynard. He was born in London on the 
29th of May, 1798. He was admitted a solicitor in 1820, and practised 
for fifty years, his sound judgment and eminent ability being recognized 
and utilized by many of the most eminent merchants and by some of the 
great public companies of that busy era. Amongst the foreign merchants 
of the City of London—particularly the Greek community—his legal 
knowledge was much valued and sought after. He served as under-sheriff 
in the year of her Majesty’s coronation ; was a member of the Court of 
Lieutenancy of the City of London, and was president of the Incorporated 
Law Society in 1861-62. He married in 1824 Letitia, the daughter of 
Mr. Gilbert Handasyde, by whom he has left three daughters, his son 
having predeceased him in 1886. 





APPOINTMENTS. 


Mr. Joun Witt1am Wrtu1s Bunn, barrister, who has been elected Vice- 
Chairman of the Worcestershire Quarter Sessions, is the second son of Mr. 
John Walpole Willis, barrister. He was born in 1843, and he assumed 
the additional name of Bund by Royal licence. He was educated at Caius 
College, Cambridge, where he graduated at the head of the first class of 
the Law Tripos in 1864, and he was Chancellor’s Legal Medallist in 1867. 
He was called to the bar at Lincoln’s-inn in Hilary Term, 1869, and he 
practises in the Chancery Division. He was Professor of Constitutional 
Law at University College, London, from 1869 till 1882, and Lecturer in 
Law at University College, Bristol, from 1877 till 1879. He is a magis- 
trate for Worcestershire and Cardiganshire. 


Sir Wittram James Farrer, solicitor, of 66, Lincoln’s-inn-fields, has 
been appointed a Magistrate for Berkshire. Sir William Farrer is the son 
of Mr. Tienns Farrer, and younger brother of Sir Thomas Henry Farrer, 
Bart. He was admitted a solicitor in 1849, and he is in partnership with 
his younger brother, Mr. Frederick Wallis Farrer. He is a direstor of the 
Law Fire and Law Life Assurance Societies. He was for many years 
High- Bailiff of the City of Westminster, and he received the honour of 
knighthood in June, 1887. 


Mr. J. Trxpett Green, of Sunderland, solicitor, has been appointed a 
Commissioner to administer Oaths in the Supreme Court of Judicature. 


Mr. Antuony Nicuot Bowman, solicitor, of Carlisle, has been appointed 
a Commissioner to administer Oaths in the Supreme Court of Judicature. 
Mr. Epwin Sairu, solicitor, of 3, Great James-street, Bedford-row, 
London, and 12, Rivercourt-road, Hammersmith, has been appointed a 
Commissioner to administer Oaths in the Supreme Court of Judicature. 
Mr. J. P. Garrett, solicitor, of 3, Great James-street, Bedford-row, 
London, has been appointed a Commissioner to administer Oaths in the 
Supreme Court of Judicature. 





CHANGES IN PARTNERSHIPS. 
Disso.urtions. 


Epwarp Hotue Woopcock and Oswatp Watmestey, solicitors (Wood- 
cock & Walmesley), Wigan and Southport. Jan.1. [Gazette, Jan. 6.] 
Freperick James Buake and Ernest Havetock Hen y, solicitors (Blake 
& Henly), Wotton-under-Edge. Nov. 1. The business will be continued 
by the said Ernest Havelock Henly. 





‘es: members also spoke :--Messrs. C. Herbert Smith, W. H. Perkin, 
A. W. Downey, P. T. Rhys, and R. D. Muir. The motion was lost. 





Ausert Wittiam Byrcu, Tuomas Cox, and Wiiu1am Srerxen Tune 
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pripaE, solicitors (Byrch, Cox, & Tunbridge), Redditch. Dec. 31. The 
said William Stephen Tunbridge will carry on the said practice. 


Wituram J. Orecc, Joun Cuartes Otecc, and Witiuam E. Oxece, 
solicitors, Sheffield. Jan. 4. [ Gazette, Jan. 10. 





GENERAL, 


The Hilary Sittings at Dublin are stated to have opened with an un- 
usually light list of cases to come before the courts. 


The Chester Chronicle announces that Mr. William Evans, official receiver 
of the Chester and North Wales District, has been placed on the 

rmanent establishment of the Board of Trade as Inspector of Official 

eceivers, while continuing to have a general charge of the old dis- 
trict. Mr. Hugh Roberts, for some years chief clerk of the official 
receiver has been appointed by the Board of Trade Assistant Official 
Receiver for the Chester and North Wales District. 


A returnehewing the number of receiving orders in the High Court and 
in the several county courts having bankruptcy jurisdiction in England 
and Wales gazetted in the quarters ended respectively Dec. 31, 1887, 
1886, and 1885, and in the twelve months ended respectively Dec. 31, 
1887, 1886, and 1885, is published in Tuesday’s Gazette. The number 
were :—Quarter ended Dec. 31, 1887, 1,194; quarter ended Dec. 31, 1886, 
1,271; quarter ended Dec. 31, 1885, 1,030. Year ended Dec. 31, 1887, 
4,838 ; year ended Dec. 31, 1886, 4,860; yearended Dec. 31, 1885, 4,345. 
Of these totals the High Court issued 207 in the quarter ended Dec. 31 
last; 180 in the quarter ended Dec. 31, 1886; and 164 in the quarter 
ended Dec. 31, 1885; the totals for 1887 being 861 ; for 1886, 823; and for 
1885, 770. 


In accordance with the new arrangements as to the holding of the 
winter assizes the business on the Northern Circuit will open at Man- 
chester in the early part of February, and about a fortnight will be de- 
voted to the work there, after which the next place in order will be 
Liverpool, following on to Lancaster, Appleby, and Carlisle. On the 
North-Eastern Circuit the same plan will be adopted, the business 
beginning at Leeds about the second week in February, after which the 
jadges will proceed to York, Durham, and Newcastle respectively. With 
the exception of these two circuits, it is understood, the order of the 
assize towns hitherto in force will remain unaltered for the present. 


“Q.0.” writing to the Zimes on the new circuit arrangements says :— 
‘*T notice that by the new circuit arrangements it is proposed, at any rate 
so far as the two Northern Circuits are concerned, to reverse the order in 
which the circuit towns are to be taken. The reason for this is not far to 
seek. By the recent Order in Council it is provided that the commission 
days shall be fixed so that, so far as business will allow, the coming 
circuits shall terminate by the 20th of March. The town where the 
heaviest business is met with has been hitherto usually reserved to the last, 
with the advantage that the judges have been able to sit till the whole list 
has been disposed of. In order to meet the exigencies of the Order above 
referred to, itis now proposed to begin with the town with the heaviest 
cause list, and to limit beforehand the number of working days without 
the means of ascertaining the character or length of the cause list. This 
method may afford a way of getting the judges back in town by the date 
named, but to those who know how causes are dealt with, I- cannot say 
tried, under such circumstances, it will appear little short of disastrous to 
the interests of litigants and others who are professionally concerned in 
circuit work.’ 


The Marquis of Lothian, Secretary for Scotland, received a deputation 
at Edinburgh on Wednesday on the subject of Private Bill ation. 
He stated that the Prime Minister had told him that he considered some 
alteration in the procedure of private Bills was altogether necessary. At 
the same time he was not in a position to be able definitely to promise 
that legislation would be undertaken this year on the question, because he 
thought that no Ministry could undertake in the present state of business 
in the House of Commons to do anything with a question of such great 
importance. He thought, however, he might promise that if the state of 
public business allowed, and if on a full consideration of the difficult sub- 
ject, with reference not only to Scottish but to Imperial interests, ber 
Majesty’s Government could see their way to introduce legislation on this 
question, they would do so. 


Extraordinary scenes occurred at Stafford and Wolverhampton in con- 


nection with the liberation from the county gaol at the former place of | Th 


Joseph Devey, formerly proprietor of bicycle works at Wolverhampton, 
anda member of the town council. In May last he was sentenced at 
Stafford Assizes, after pleading guilty, to eight months’ imprisonment for 
stealing bicycle fittings from the works after he had sold both the works 
and stock. On being liberated from gaol, he met with a public reception 
at the hands of his friends. Fora short time before his release a band 
played and Sankey’s hymns were sung in front of the gaol. A large crowd 
congregated, and when Devey came out of prison he was hugged, kissed, 
and jostled amid frantic excitement. Ultimately he was lifted into his 
brougham, which was awaiting him. As he drove away he scattered 
silver coins among the crowd. A — breakfast at a café followed at 
Wolverhampton, to which he travelled by train. Thousands awaited his 
arrival. When he alighted from the train he was greeted with much 
cheering and escorted to a carriage. A procession of several vehicles and 
& band was formed and a through the main streets to his resi- 
dence, whither the crowd followed. 


In charging the grand jury at the Birmingham Quarter Sessions on the 
5th inst., the Recorder, Mr. J. 8. Dugdale, Q.0., M.P., remarked on the 











changes in the time for holding the assizes. Instead of the four assizes in 
the year at present hald, there were in future, he was informed, to be only 
three. These would be held—one early inthe year, one in July, and the other 
about the third week in October. He understood that the next assizes 
would be opened about the first week in February, so as to terminate by 
the 20th of March. This would be only about three weeks before the 
quarter sessions. He had received a letter from the Home Office, in which 
the Home Secretary expressed a hope that he would hold a special sessions 
before the judges’ visit, so as to dispose of the sessions cases, which other- 
wise the judges would have to try. Now, the holding of such a special 
sessions involved a great deal of inconvenience and expense to the borough, 
for it was necessary to summon no fewer than 160 jurors, while the 
prisoners were deprived of the services of the leading members of the bar, 
who would be at the time of holding such sessions on circuit. It would, 
he thought, be much better if the judges were empowered to pass over the 
sessions cases, which might be afterwards tried in the ordinary way at the 
ordinary sessions, for which there would be only three weeks to wait. 
This would save the judges much time. It could be done by a slight 
verbal alteration in the commission of assize, and he suggested to the 
grand jury that they should give the matter their attention, and, if they 
thought proper, should make a presentment which he might forward to 
the proper quarters, and which, coming from the grand jury of Birming- 
ham, would have considerable weight. 


The Birmingham stipendiary magistrate, Mr. Kynnersley, gave jndg- 
ment on Tuesday in the first prosecution under the Merchandise Mar 
Act, 1887, in Birmingham. The case was before the court a week ago, 
when Alfred Peel, jeweller, was the defendant, and Albert Hey- 
mann, a member of the firm of Sachs & Co., jewellers, of Birmingham 
and Berlin, was the complainant. The allegation was that in November 
last the defendant supplied a number of trinkets, which were described 
by him as composed of silver to the extent of 800 parts out of 1,000. 
Upon testing the articles, however, it was discovered that they were 
much below the standard mentioned. For the prosecution it was con- 
tended that an offence had thus been disclosed under the Act. The 
defendant stated that the 8 were ——— by him under the belief 
that they were of the qual 7 Se , and that, making due allow- 
ance for the solder used in g up the articles, the quality was not 
materially deficient, which it must be before an offence could be made 
out. It was further contended that the description on the invoice was 
not a ‘‘trade description’’ within the meaning of the Act. After citing 
the clauses of the Act bearing upon the question, and after briefly re- 
capitulating the facts of the case, the magistrate said the questions 
that arose were—(1) Did the defendant apply a false trade description 
by sending with the goods in the way mentioned the invoice, which 
described the goods as 800-1,000 silver; (2) was it a trade description ; 
(3) was it a false trade description? He was of opinion that a false 
trade description was applied, and the defendant, not having proved 
that he acted without intent to defraud (in fact he admitted he knew 
of the false description as to quality), must therefore be convicted of 
applying the false trade description, and not having proved that he 
pe | innocently, must be convicted of uulawfully selling the goods, 
As this was the first prosecution under the Act in Birmingham, a 
nominal fine of 20s. in each case was imposed. 








COURT PAPERS. 


SUPREME COURT OF JUDICATURE, 
Rota OF REGISTRARS IN ATTENDANCE ON 





Date. APPEAL CouRT APPEAL CourT Mr. Justice Mr. Justice 
~—_ No. 1. No. 2. Kay. Outrry. 
Mon., Jan. 16 Mr. Lavie Mr. Pemberton Mr, Jackson Mr. Koe 
Tuesday ... 17 Pugh Ward Carrington Clowes 
Wednesday 18 Leach Pemberton Jackson Koe 
Thursday.. 19 Beal Ward Carrington Clowes 
Friday ...... 20 Godfrey Pemberton Jackson Koe 
Saturday... 21 Rolt Ward Carrington Clowes 
Mr. Justice Mr. Justice Mr. Justice 
Norra. STIRLING. KEKEWICH. 
Mr. Rolt Mr. Pugh 
Goc Lavie 
Rolt Pugh 
Godfrey Lavie 
Rolt Pugh 
Leach Godfrey Lavie 





COURT OF APPEAL. 
HILARY SITTINGS, 1888. 


Spectat Notice.—Queen’s Bench Final Appeals in Court [., and Chancery 

a See List) in Court 11., will be taken on the usual days during 

lary Sittings. 

Geese Bench Interlocatory Appeals in Court I., and Chancery Interlocatory 
Appesls in Court II., will be ta on the first dey of the Sittinzs, algo in 
Court I., probably on the secood ~~ (Thursday), and afterwards as — every 
vous during the Sittings. Bankruptcy Appeals also, az usual, on Fridays 
in Coort I, 

Appeals from the Lancaster Palatine Court (if any), which have been passed 
over in the General List, will be taken in Court I1, on Thursday, January 12, 
and Thursday, F 2, and Thursday, March 1. 

The Admiralty A: (with Assessors) will be taken in Court I, on days to be 
specially appointed by the court. 
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APPEALS FOR HEARING. 
(Set down to Monday, January 2, inclusive.) 

FROM THE CHANCERY DIVISION, THE PROBATE, DIVORCE 
AND ADMIRALTY DIVISION (PROBATE AND DIVORCE), 
AND THE COUNTY PALATINE AND STANNARIES COURTS. 

For Hearing. 
(General List.) 


1887. 

The Metropolitan District Ry Co v The Metropolitan District Joint Committee 
& Metropolitan Ry Co app of plts from judgt of Mr Justice Kekewich, dated 
3 May, 1887 May 4 

The Metropolitan District Ry Co v The Metropolitan Ry Co app of dfts from 
judgt of Mr Justice North, dated 16 Jaly, 1886 May 5 ’ i 

Moseley v Victoria Rubber Co app of dfts from jadgt of Mr Justice Chitty, 
dated 26 April, 1887 May 9 (abated by death of app't) 

In re Bronkeea Island Co, ld, & Co’s Acts appof Rt Hon GAF Bentinck, 
MP, from order of Mr Justice Kay, dated 5 April, disallowing items in hie 
claim as creditor May 23 : 

In re Brenkeea Island Co ld & Co’s Acta app of Rt Hon G A F Bentinck, M.P. 
end Sir H. Drummond Wolff from order of Mr Justics Kay, dated 19 April, 
varying Chief Clerk’s certificate of contributories May 23 

Badeley v Consolidsted Bank, ld app of plt from judgt of Mr Justic> Stirling, 
da‘ed 24 Nov, 1886 June 27 (security ordered—also abated by death) 

American Braided Wire Co & anr Co v W. 8 Thomson & Co app of pits from 
judgt of Mr Justics Kekewich dated 6 July, 1887 July 7 

Morgen & Cov Windover app of defts from judgt of Mr Justice Kekewich 
dated 11 July, 1887 July 20 

ua v Queensland National Bank, ld app of Queensland Bank from judgt of 
r Justice Kay, dated 25 June, 1887 July 21 

Cooke, Sons, & Co v New River Co app of deft from judgt of Mr Justices Keke- 
wich, dated 1 July, 1887 July 22 

In re A M Tippetts & ors & E Newbould’s Contract for the Sale of Leasehold 
Estate in Staffordshire, dated 1 May, 1885, and V & P Act, 1874 appof A M 
Tippette & ors from order of Mr Justice Kay, dated 21 April, 1887 July 30 

In re Trusts of Common Lands at Christchurch, Southampton, and 10 & 11 Vict. 
c. 96 app of Earl Malmesbury & ora from order of Mr Justice Stirling on ptn, 
dated 28 March, 1887, that Fand in Court not subject to Charitable Trust Aug 
2 Iare Trusts of Common Lands at Christchurch, Southampton, and 10 & 11 
Vict. c. 96 app of Att Gen from same judgt Aug 2 

Io re Viant, decd, Viant v Viant app of plts from judgt on originating sumus of 
Mr Jastice Kay, dated 9 June, 1887 Aug 5 

In re E B Bulwer Lytton’s Will and Coiicil Tras's of Knibworth Estate, Steven- 
age, and Settled Land Acts, 1882, 1884 app of tenant for life from refusal of 
Mr _— Stirling of order on originatiag summons, dated 21 July, 1887 
Aug 

Baroness Wenlock v River Dee Co app of plt fram judgt of Mr Justice Keke- 
wich, dated 29 July, 1887 Aug 10 

Henry Chalk, Webb, & Co, ld by Official Liquidator v Tennent spp of plt from 
judgt of Mr Jnstice North dismissing ection, dated 21 July, 1887 Aug 11 
(security ordered) 

Welle v Hammer app of deft Joseph Brown from judgt of Mr Justice Keke- 
wich, dated 10 June, 1887 Aug ll 

Lucas — app of plt from judgt of Mr Justice North, dated July 20, 1887 
Aug 12 





Austin v Davids app of dft R B Austin & Wife from order of Mr Justice Kay 
directing payment out of settlement fund paid into court by receiver Dec 21 
Porter v Porter app of uft and of plt W H Porter from o:der of Mr Justice 
North refusing to strike out W H Porter’s name as pit & description as of weak 
mind Dec 21 

In re Norwich Equitable Fire Insurance Co and Co’s Acts, claim of Royal Insce 
Co app of Official Liquidator from order of Mr Justice Kay refusing limitation 
of claim to Capital Stock of Norwich C> Dec 21 

Stannaries Court of Cornwall In re West Davon Great Consols Mine & Co's 
Acts app of S W Muilony & ors (contributories) from order of Vice Warden 
—— undertaking not to app or raise opposition as to payment of claims 

ec 22 

Evans v Chubb app of dft E M Chubb from order of Mr Justics Kay refusing 
in part to vary Chief Clerks’ certificate under order for accounts before trial of 
action Dec 22 

In re Morgan’s Marriage Settlement Trusts & In re Maine’s Will Trusts 10 11 Vic. 
c 96 & Trustee Acts app of beneficiaries from Mr Justics Kay (uader dis- 
cretionary power of court) refusing to appoint qualified trustees and payment 
out of trust fund Dec 23 

White v Hewitt app of dft from Mr Justica Chitty (on procedure summons), 
refusing order for delivery of —— of secarities Dec 23 

1888. 

Gaulard v Sir C Lindsay & Co & ors app of pits from Mr Justice Kekewich re- 

fusing liberty to Patent Offixe to amend specification aud postpone trial Jan 2 


FROM THE QUEEN’S BENCH AND PROBATE, DIVORCE, AND 
ADMIRALTY (ADMIRALTY) DIVISIONS. 
For Hearing. 


Langley v Davies app of plt from judgt of Mr Justice Wills at trial with a jury 
at Cardiff pt hd Dec 20 by M R and Bowen & Fry, LJJ 8 O till Jan 11 for 
further evidencs May 6 F 

Sesly v Grogan app of dft from judgt of Mr Justice Cave at trial in Middlesex 
withouta jury April 28 

The Real and Personal Advance Co ld v D J Clears (Q B Crown Side) app of 
plt from judgt of the Lord Chief Justice and Mr Justice A L Smith on app 
from County Coart affirming nonsuit May 6 

Wilson v Glossop (Q B Crown Side) app of deft from order of Justices Math«w 
and Cave directing entry of jadgt for plt on app from Leeds County Court 


May 13 

Shaw, Savill & Albion Cold v The Bell Coleman Mechanical Refrigerating Co 
aop of pits from part of jadgt of the Lord Chief Justice and Mr Justice A L 
Smith as to damages after trial with special jury May 13 

Burrell v Mossop app of plt from jadgt of Mr Justice Stephon at trial in Middle- 
sex without — May 16 

Whitaker & anrv Dano app of pits from judgt of the Lord Chief Justice and 
Mr Justice A L Smith setting aside decision of Official Referee—action referred 
at trial before Baron Pollock in Middlesex May 16 

Chancery Action Giosburg v Kendall app of deft from judgt of Mr Justice 
Hawkins for Mr Justica Kay at tria! with a jury in Middlesex May 25 


| Freath & anr (exors) v Allen app of pltsfrom judgt of Mr Justice Mathew at 


In re Norwich Equitable Fire Assce Co & Co’s Acts Royal Inece Co’s case app | 


of Offcial Liquidator from order of Mr Justice Kuy, dated 21 July, 1897, | 


allowing claims Aug 13 

In re Jno Pugh, dec Lewis v Pritchard app of deft Jno Pritchard from order 
of Mr Justice Kay, dated 26 July. 1887 Aug 15 

In re St John, dec St Johnv St John app of plts from order of Mr Justice 
Kay, dated 51 May, 1887 Aug 18 

~~: Maber app of dfts from judgt of Mr Justice Kekewich, dated 8 Aug, 

ug 19 

Edison & Swan Electric Light Co v Shippsy Bros app of dft feomjudgt of Mr 
Justice Kekewich, dated 2 Aug, 1887 Aug 20 (security orderei) 

Taylor v Faulkner app of deft from judgt of Mr Justice Kekewich dated 5 Aug, 
1887 Aug 29 (security ordered) 

In re Philip Bedingfield, dec Bedingfield v D'Eye app of defts from order of 
Mr Justice Kay on originating sumns. dated 26 July, 1887 Aug 29 

Gas Light & Coke Co v South Met GasCo app of pit from judgt of Mr Justice 
Kekewich, dated 12 Aug, 1887 Aug 41 

In re Branksea Island Co ld & Co’s Acts Expte Cavendish Bentinck (a creditor) 
app of Richd Petts (a creditor) from order of Mr Justice Kay, disallowiog 
claim Sept 3 

Bray v Gardner app of dfts from part of judgt of Mr Justice Kekewich, dated 9 
Aug for inquiry as to damages 

Bray v Gardner app of defta from Jadgment of Mr Justics Kekewich datei 2 
Aug, awarding injunction Sept 9 

In re Horatio Prater, dec Desinge v Beare app of plts from judgt of Mr 
Justice Chitty, dated 21 Jrly, on originating sumvs Oct 15 

In re the Wheal Buller Coneols, ld & Co’s Acts app of M & Jobling & ors from 
order cf the Vice- Warden of the Stannaries dated 29 August, 1887 Oct 19 

To be continued. 
From Orders made on Interlocutory Motions in the Chancery Division. 
Separate List. 


887. 

Onion Electrical Power and Light Co, ld v Electrical Po wer Storage Co, Id app 
of dfts from order of Mr Ju-tice North, dated Nov 25, for delivery of particu- 
lars of objections to validity of plt’s patent Dec 3 

Easton v London Joint Stock Bank, ld app of pits from order of Mr Justice 
North, dated Oct 25, varying taxing master’s certificate as to refreshers on 
apps irom Chancery Division Dec9 (2ad day of Iaterlooutory Appeal«) 

Divorce Boucicault (petner) v Boucicault (respt) app of respondent from order 
of The President, dated Dec 6, postponing hearing of cause for six months and 
suspending slimony Dec 9 

Dreyfus, Bros, & Cov Peruvian Guano Co app of pits from order of Mr. ‘us- 
tice Kay, dated Nov 25, for taking account as to disbursements Deo 15 


Gibeon v Anderson spp of plt from refusal of Mr Justice Chit y to direct produc- 
tion and inspection of ledgers, & Dec 20 

In re Joshua Wordsworth, deo Russell y Wordsworth app of plts from refusal 
of Mr Justice Kay to restrain expenditure of trust Pa 8 
to go into Cause List Deo 20 


& directing motion 


tria| in Middlesex without ajury May 27 

Whitby and Wifev C T Brock & Co app of pits from judgt of Mr Justice 
Graotbam at trial ia Middlesex with ajury Janel 

Babr, Behrend & Ross & ors v R D Clark & ors (joint owners of SS. Wivenhoe) 
app al ny from judgt of Mr Justice Wills at trial at Liverpool without a 
jury June3 


| Murray v Cozens & Co app of defts from judgt of Mr Justice Mathew at trial 








in Middlesex without ajury June 9 

Barnett & Scott v Wood & aur app of plts from judgt of Mr Justice Manisty at 
trial at Leeds witha jury June 10 

Finney v Mintons, ld app of defts from judgt of Mr Justice Manisty at trial ia 
Middl-sex witha jary June 10 

The Neptune Steam Navigation Co, ld v The Corporation of Triaity House at 
Deptford, Strond app of plts from judgt of Mr Justicas Mathew, at trial in 
Middlesex without a jury June 15 

W J Kelly & anr v W P Kellond—F D Thomas, claimant (Q B Crown Side) 
app of claimant from the Lord Chief Justice and Mr Justice Denman affirming 
judgt bg interpleader issue in favour of Exec Cred tried in County Court 
June 

Davis v Deacon app of plt from jadgt of Baron Huddleston at trial in Middlesex 
without a jury June 

To be continued. 


FROM ORDERS MADE ON INTERLOCUTORY MOTIONS IN THE 
QUEEN’ BENCH DIVISION. 


1887. 


United Telephone Co, ld v Lancashire & Cheshire Telephonic Exchange Co, ld 
app of deft from judgt of Baron Pollock at trial subject to assessment of amount 
due on account taken Aug 3 

RH Yarmouth v W France, 1d app of dfts from order of the Master of the Rolls 
& Lords Justices Lindley & Lopes for new trial on hearing appsal from county 
court Aug 25 

Shrapnel v Laing app of dfts from refusal of Justices Stephen & Charles to 
direct review of taxn of costs of trial Nov 23 

Weldon (married woman) v Maples & ora app of pit from Justices Stephen & 
Charles affirming order directiog claim to be strack out and action dismissed 
Nov 26 (security ordered) 

Eaton v Lake app of plt from order of Justices Stephen & Charles dated Nov 
24, on appla for new trial setting aside verdict and judgt—action tried by Mr 
Justice Grantham at Middx Nov 28 

Maude v Owen, jun app of plt ia person from order of Justices Stephen & A L 
se eeene order of jndge in chbra giving unconditional leave to defent 

ov 2 

Pauper eettlement Guardians of Highworth & Swindon Union v Guardians of 
Westbury on Severn Union (Q B Crown Side) app of Westbury Guardians 
from order of Justices Stephen & Charles on case stated by Sessions, sending 
back for hearing Nov 30 

Spain v Fergusson app of dfts from Baron Pollock & Mr Justics) Hawkins 
affirming order of judge in chambers refusivg unconditional leave to defend 


Dec 5 
Mackay (official liquidator) y Kent app of dft from order of Justices Stephen & 
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A L Smith refusing to set aside signed judgmert and give unconditional leave 
tode‘end (security ordered) Dec 5 

Jonas v Log & ors (Q B D Crown Side) app of deft Richard Hurry from 
Justices Stephen and A L Smith affirming order for attachment on appl from 
County Court Decd 

Waiste!l v Sherwood app of deft fron Justices Wil's and Grantham setting 
aside leave to defend and jadgt to be signed under Order 14 Dec 9 

Cunliffev L & N W Ry Co app of defts from order of Justices Stephen and 
Charles for new trial—avtion tried by Mr Justica Day at Manchester Dec 9 

In re Jobn Grove, a Solicitor, Ex parte W O Hancock app of W O Hancock 
from Justices Wills and Granthaw refusing to direct attendance of Mr Grove 
for cros:-examination Dec 10 

Welton v Somes app of deft from Justices Stephen aad Charles reversing order 
of Master and Judge ia Chamubers giving leave to amend defenca D-o 12 

Groom v Welfare app of pit from Justices Stephen and Charles refusing allow- 
ance of objections to taxing master's certificate Dec 12 

Simpson & orsv Alston app of deft from Justices Stephen and Charles refusing 
to = “> Referee’s report after trial before Mr Jastice Grove in Middle- 
rex Dec 

Green v Barnes app of plt from order of Mr Justice Denman refasing to set 
aside judgt and restore action for trial Deo 14 

Hutt v Governors of Haileybury College & ors app of defts Rev J Robertson & 
= —_ J —_ Stephen and Charles eetting asids order for production of 
etters Dec 


(Zo be continued ) 


FROM PROBATE, DIVORCE, & ADMIRALTY DIVISION, 
(ADMIRALTY). 
For Hearing. 
With Nautical Assessors. 

Ship Henriette (damage) Owners of the Druid v Owners of the Henriette app 
of dfts from judzt of the President, dated 6 Aug, 1887 Aug 30 

Sbip Hubbuck (damage) Stoomvart Maatschappy Nederland, owners of Prins 
Hendrik cargo and freight and ors v Owners of the Hutbuck and freight app 
of ples from judgt of Mr Justice Butt, dated 28 Jane, 1887 Oct 4 

Ship El Moun ef (salvage) London and Edinburgh Shipping C» & ora v 
Owners of SS El Mounsef app of pits from judgt of the President, dated 2 
Nov 1887 Nov7 

Ship Memnon (damage) Campavhia Bahiana de Navegacio a Vapor v Ownera 
of SS Memnon appof dfts from judgt of Mr Justics Butt dat-a 6 D c 1887 
Dec 20 


From the Queen’s Bench Division, Sitting in Bankruptcy. 

In re John Kearns Expte John Kearns app of John Kearns from refusal of 
Mr Registrar Brougham to set aside order of adjudication made by Mr Commr 
Goulbura 

In re Josiah Caldwell Ex pte W H Hodgkin app of Josiah Caldwell from 
receiving order dated 5 April, granted by Mr Registrar Giffard (S O 25 April 
by order of Court of Appeal until 28 Jaly—S O again till after vacation) 

Inre Kent Expte the debtor app of debtor from recaiving order, grantel by 
Mr Registrar Haziitt 

Inre Wm Long & Co Expte Cuddiford Bros app of debtors from receiving 
order granted by Mr Registrar Hazlitt, dated 16 De: 

Inre W H Palmer Expte W H Palmer app of debtor from Mr Registrar 
Hozlitt refusiog motion for account and delivery of costs by trustee (S O on 
reference back to regis rar to examine parties and report tnereon) 

InreG E H Burdett Expte E Byrne & aur app of E Byrne & anr from 
Justices Cave & A L Smith declaring bill of sale void as agains: trustee of 
banrupt 

In re Jas Mc Henry Expte Brown and anr (trustees) appl of trustees from order 
of Mr Justics Cave discharging warrant of committal 

In re Constant Vanderhaege Expte Trastee app of trustee from order of Mr 
Jastice Cave, dated 10 Dec 1887 

In re Constant Vanderhaege Expte Joseph Elliott Viney. spp of trustee from 
order of Mr Jurt'ce Cave, dated 23 Nov 1887 

Inre Sir R M Mansel Expte L L Campbell app of Campbell (ptn creditor) 
from refusal of Mr Registrar Hazlitt to direct pay ment of taxed costs 

In re Eugene Scharrer (trading, &c.) Expte J H Tilly (trastee) and In re 
Examn of F T Eggers, a witness app of trustee from Mr Registrar Linklater, 
refusing to direct submission of witness for examination as to dealings with 
baokrapt’s prope:ty 


HIGH COURT OF JUSTICE. 
CHANCERY DIVISION. 
Hitary SitTT1inGs, 1888. 
Causes for Trial or Hearing. 
(Set down to Monday, January 2, inclusive.) 

Motions, Petitions, and Short Causes will be taken on the usual days, as stated 
in the Hilary Sittings Paper. 

Cause: with and without Witnesses will be taken by Mr. Justice Kay on 
the ususl Cause days ia the order as they stand ia tae Causa Book. 

Mr. Jastice Caoitty will take Witness Actioas on the following days, viz.:— 
Feb 7, 8, 9, 14, 15, 16, 21, 22, 23, 28, 29, and March 1 

Io addition to the usual days when his Lordship will rise early to sit in Cham- 
bers ed Justice Chitty will alo sit for Chamber work the whole day oa Mon- 
day, Jan i6. 

Mr. Jus:ica North will take Witness Actions on days to be named by his 
Lordship eft-r the commencement of the Sittings. 

Mr. Justice Stirling will also take Witness Ac ions on days to benamed by his 
Lordship ; his Lordsip will sit in Chambers every Monday dariog tae Sit:ings 

Mr. Justice Kekewica will take Witness Causes every day, ia ths ordsr as they 
staad in the Cause Book. See Note on Sittings Paper as to Liverpool and Man- 
chester District Registry Businéss. 

Adjourned Summonses will b3 taken as follows:—Mr. Justice Kay, on 
Fridays and Saturdays; Mr. Justice Chitty, with Noa-Witness Actions, except 
Procedure Summonses, which (if any) are taken every Sa'urday; Mr. Justice 
Stirling, on Fridays and Saturdays, and Mr Justica North also on Fridays and 
Saturdaye. 

N.B.—The above note as to adjourned summonses is enbject to alteration as 
their Lordships may direct. 





Before Mr. Justice Kay. 
Causes for Trial (with witnesses and 
without witnesses). 
Eden v Weardale Iron Co, ld act wits 
Ecclesiastical Commra v Sir W Eden 
act wits (Easter Sittiogs) 
Kirby v Freeman act wits 
Io re Stuart Mansion House Chmbrs 
v Stuart act 
In re Hardbottle Hardbottle v Hard- 
botile act wits 
Wiltsnire v Joycs act wits 
Judge v Tisdall act wits 
Godwin v Rathbone act&mfj wits 
Hatten v Russell act 
Munro v Met & Mt Disct Ry Co act 
wits 
Barnard v Hoare ast wits 
Wilks v Newman act wits 
Ryder v Auders act 
Sampson v Streatham & Genl Estate 
Cold act wits 
Clarke vy Lane mf j 
In re L Harbord & Patent Designs &c 
Act mota 
Slann v Smith act wits 
ln re Furber Rooke v Blandy act 
Bowden v Bowyer act & mfj 
Edison & Swan &c Co v Holland act 
Milward v Jackson act & m f j 
Ballinger v Dunn & Duncan act wits 
Hawkins v Hawkias m fj 
In re W Moss Lloyd's, Barnett’s & 
Boranquet’s Bk v Moss act 
Briant v Falkner act 
Clifford v Cliff act w.ts 
In re London Celluloid Co & Co’s Aots 
motn 
Quait v Eastwood act wits 
White v Peto Bros act wits 
Booker v Rollinson act wits 
H»nsom v Virtue act wits 
Madle v Van_ act wite 
In re Maxwell Mitchell vy Maxwell act 
Vickery v Mayor, &c, of Folkestone 
act wits 
India Rubber, &c, Cov Henley’s Tele- 
grapb, &»,Co act wits 
Tuiman v Lowe act wits 
Watson v Smith act wits 
Batcher v Galmoye act wits 
Dy+r v Wilkineon act wits 
Armstrong v Hall ac: wits 
Bora (tradiog, &c) v Parker Bros act 
wits 
Curtis & Harvey v Chilworth Gun- 
owder Co,ld act wite 
Weaver v Jones act wits 
Thomas v Birchgrove Steel Co, ld act 
wits 
Paine v Goring act wits 
Evans v Blaine act wits 
Meikle v Price act 
T & T Vicars v Bennis & anr act 
wits 
Hardie v Didcot, Newbury, &, Ry 
Cc 


Oo act 

In re Bucknall’s Go'd Estate ld & Co’s 
Acts motioa set dowa by order 

Howard (on bebalf, &) v Patent 
Ivory, &c, Co, ld issues for trial 

Howard v Patent Ivory Manufg & 
Co, ld act 

Vernon, Ewens, & Co,ldv Westgate 
& Birchington Gas Co act 

Blakey & Sons v Climax Patent Boot 
Protector C> act & mota wits 

Meldramv Scorer act wits 

Rosing v Trist act wits 

Cobb v Newman m fj 

Gilbert & Spurrier, id v Spurrier act 
wits 

Batchelor v Capper act 

Dabbin v Farrow act wits 

Smith v Universal Permnt Benefit 
Bidg Soc act wits 

Davies & Sons v Pea & Co act 

Hosegood v Notley act, wits 

Cunniogham v Mid & 8 W Junction 
Railway Co act, wits 

Ogle v Stuart act, wits 

Newman v Johnson act, wits 

Guardians of Standard Wrought 
Plate, &c, v James & Co act & mf j, 
wits 

Hemmings v Parsons act, wits 

Ceateno v Tennant act, wits 

Price v Elder act, wits 

Barton v North Staffordshire Ry Co 
act, wits 

Banister v Cliff act, wits 

Addington v Addingtoa act, wits 





Lovgbottom v Shaw act, wits 

In re Wordsworth, Tavener v Worde- 
worth act 

Gilbert v Gilbert act, wits 

Hudson v Tugwell act & mf j wits 

Bragge v Vincent act, wits 

Redhead v Westhood act 

Bariog v Baring act 

Morgan v Maritime Colliery Co, 1d 


act 

Vernon, Ewens, & Co v Arbuthnot 
act 

In re Land Corporation of England, 
ld, & Co’s Acts mtn 

Tennent v Welch spc (remitted from 
Scotland) 

Woodland v Crocker act, wils 

Roberts v Roberts act, wits 

Davis v Collis act, wits 


To be continued. 


Further Considerations, 
M.Qaade v Davideon fuarcon 
In re Taylor Martin v Freeman far 
con 


Points of Law. 


In re George Hilton Wall v Clear 
geet of law set down by order 11th 
ov, 1887 
Ommanney v L2win pointe of law set 
down by order 220d Nov, 1887 


Adj urned Sammonses, 
{n re Cottoa Fennemore v Nicholls 
In re Land Development Assoon & 
Cos Acts Egan v Atkios pt hd 
In re Pounder MoLaren Smith v 
McGregor 

In re Bourgoise, infants Co of Pro- 
ae of Warwick, &° Canal v 

arman . 

In re John Smith Smith v Daniell 
app of dfte 

In re Same Same v Same appln of 
defts 

In re Bellman, Inre Lawton Warnes 
v Bellman 

In re Devey Egg v Devey 

Hicks v Ross 

In re Satchell Talmadge v Satchell 

In re Norwich Equitable Fira As- 
surance Co restored by order 

In re The British Empire Match Co, 
ld, & Cos Acts 





Before Mr. Justice Cutty. 
Causes for Trial (with witnesses) 


London & Prov Stores, ld v City Syn- 
dicate act (restore?) 

E Blakey & Sons vy Latham & Co act 

E Blakey & Sons v Lee act 

E Blakey & Sons v Hall act 

E Blakey & Sons v Cooke act 

& Blakey & Sons vy Tupholme act 

E Biakey & Sons vy Hargrave act 

Yates v Watkins act (aster) 

Witt v Gibbons act 

Checkland v Fisher act 

White v Hewiit act 

Aikeos v Blindell, Dale, & Co act 

In re Phillips, dec Rogers v Bullock 
adj sumns with wf order (Feb 16) 

Newwn v L & N Ry Co act 
A agg 

Dodds v Preston act 

In re E M Smith, deo Robinson v 
Smith act 

Farrar v Farrars, ld act 

Schultzs v Middleton, Thomas v 
Abadam act 

Lavery v Russell act 

Symons v Symons act 

Phillips v Jones act (S O by order) 

Vint v Vint act 

In re Checklaad, dec, Leicestershire 
Banking Co v Checkland act 

Neath Permanent, &c, Baildiog Socty 
v Luce act (Easter) 

In re Parsons, decd, Blakey v Davis 


act 
Blore v Blackwell Biackwell v Blore 
act & m fj 
To be continued. 


Non-witness Causes, Adjourned Sam- 
monses and Special Cases. 
In re Oriental Bank Expte Official 
Liquidator adjsum pthd 
Penon v Cutfield m fj 





174 














Kennedy v Ortelli act 1887—-K—153 
(March 20) 

In re Jacob Hodg+on’s Estate, Abbott 
v Ho¢geon adj sums 

In re Thomas Hollinshead’s Estate, 
Dollinshead v Web-ter adj sums 





Stevenron v Kirg adj eum (SO by 
order 
In re TS Reed's Estate Burgess v 


Lawrerce adj sum 

Iu re Brown's Hosvital and Chari‘ able 
Trusts Acts sdj sum 

In 1e Harding’s Settlement & S L Act 
adj tum 

In re Missouri St‘am Ship Co Expte 
L‘quidator adj eum 

Cad: gan v Bland adj sum of Attorney- 
Gen (liberty to proceed) 

Cedogan v Bland aj eum of pl's 
(pay ment out of income) 

Broai v Rogers a¢j sum 

Broad v Rogers adj +um to vary Chief 
Clerk’s cert fica‘e 

In re J Raneom’s Estate Hull v 
Scovell adj sum 

In re James Bate’s Settlement Trust 
a ee adj sums (ord 


In re Sir C M McGregor’s Estate 
McGregor v McGregor adj sum of 
infant plt 

In re Hul!, Barnsley, & West Riding 
Junction Ry Co Expte Crown Life 
Aesce Co adj sums 

Hendry v Gerner Buckler v Huth 
Expte Gerner & anr adj sums 

Griggs v Lea (Diproze’s claim) adj 
sums 

ie ors v Landa Improvt Co aot 

m fj 

Iu re Jas Daverson’s Estate Tonner 
v Churchill adj sum (under ord 55) 

Harkyn v Colline act & cntrclm (short) 

In re AG Wallett’s Kstato Rutter v 
Rutter adj sums 

In re C B King’s Es‘ate King v 
Alston adj sums (under ord 55) 

ln re Fanshawe, aw lr Expte Jones 
(taxation) adj eums 

In re Rott Hugher, deo Priest v 
Hughes arj sums 

In re J C Taylor’a Estate Whitby v 
Highton adj eums 

Walthamstow Local Board v Constan- 
tine mf j 

In re W Easton, a solr adj sums 

In re Bowen’s Estate Cooke v Rutter 
edj eum (under ord 55) 

Owen v Cadde'l mf j 

Burrell v Kiog mf j 

In re Capital Guarantee Soc Elkins v 
Capital Guarantee Soc Expte 
Liquicator sdj sums 

In re Paget’s Settlemert Ponsonby v 
Paget adj sums under ord 55 

In re H Rogers’ Estate Druce v 
Rogers Expte Pits adj sums 

In re John Smith's Estate Virey v 
Smith Expte Purcher adj sums 

In re Elizabsth Turner, widow, and 
School Boara for London Expte 
Pope & arr adj sums 

In re W Tarner’s Will & Lands 
Clauees Act Expte Elizabeth 
Turner, widow a(j sums 

In re Thos Jackeon’s Trusts & Trustee 
Relief Act Expte executor adj 
sums 

In re Sarah Howell’s Contract & V & 
P Act Expte vendors adj sums 

In re North West Ry of Monte Video, 
Id adj sume to dissolve Co 

Darfield Main Coal Co v Mitchell 
Main Colliery Co acj eum to review 
taxation 

Inre E A Reade’s Estate Salthouse 
v Reade Exptedft (taxation) adj 
sums 

In reH Pawsin’s Estate Strobel v 
Pawson Expte Pawson acj sums 

In re Armstrong’s Estate Atkinson v 
Armstrong acj sams 

In re Edwd Daricy’s Estate Darley 
v Darley adj sums under ord 55 

In re Deller’s Estate Warman vy 
Greenwood adj sums under ord 55 

Cann v Wileon act 


Graves v H act & m f j 


In re T M Hopkins, decd Meredith v 
Hopkins adj sums (55) 
v Duce act 
To be continued. 











Further considerations 

In re Barber, dec Bennett v Barber 
far con 

In re Henry Hicke, dec Bawtree v 
Hicke fur con 

Groves v Dizon fur con atji from 
Chambers 





Before Mr. Justice NorTu. 

Causes for Trial (with witnesses). 

In re T W Cobb Harrison v Cobb 
act 

Cobb v Harrison art 

Brown v Clark act 

Ruesell v Norton act 

Creed v Dixon & Co act 

Lands Allotment Co ld v London & 
Tilbury Ry Co act 

In re Ellis Jones Jonesv Evans act 

Kickaby v Rickaby act 

Smith v Brentnall act 

Winfield v Crompton act 

Buchan v Artlett act 

Germains v Macleod act 

Adams v Sweeting act 

Newton v Hillman act 

Stevenson v Hews act 

In re Ho'mer, Holmes v Holmes act 

Gilling v Cooper act 

Hail v Peebles act 

North London Ry Co v Ungar act 

Tn re Clarke’s Trade Mart mtn cross- 
examined by order 

Pearce v Curtice act 

Moffatt v Peace act 

Wageman v Belgrave act 

MacColla v Fenn act 

Farrand v Yorkshire Bkg Cu Id 

Edwarisv Cary act 

Clarke v Beeczler & Co act 

Martia v Clarke act 

Ince v Oxer act & mf j 

Macqueen v Simpson act 

Baxter v Lon & Prov Bkg Cold act 

In re Burton & Cargill, Barton v 
Barton act 

Hayes v Hayes act 

Hunt v Barnard act 

S'adden v Johnson act 

Surbiton Improvement 
Metcalfe act 

Day v Woolwich Equitable Bl¢g Soc 


Commra v 


act 
Whelan v Palmer act 
In re Frewen Frewen v Frewen act 
Cox v Clear act 
To be continued. 


Causes for Trial, {sc (without wit esses) 

Carnochan v Ireland act 

In re Hulton Li-ter v Hulton adj 
sumns 

In re Bennett Cheesman v March 
aij sum 

In re Lightfoot Baints v Brooker a’j 
sums 

In re Jas Bowley’s Estate Bowley v 
Bowley adj eumns 

In re Natt Walker v Gamage adj 


sumne 

Blundell v De Falbe act 

In re Vickers Vickers v Vickera adj 
sumns 

Inre Southerton Wright v Everall 
adj sumne 

In re J Baker Johnson v Baker adj 
eumas 

In re J Baker Sismey v Baker 

In re Bettesworth, Bettesworth v 
Richer adj sums 

In re Haigh, St-phens v Lechmere adj 
sum 

In re Houghton, Mortimer vCuird a4j 


sume 
In re F Allen & Sons & T M Acts adj 


sums 

In re Treff'y, Treffey v Treffry a’j 
sums 

In re Griffio, Buckell v Smith adj sums 

Inre J Barratt’s Will adj sums 

In re Holbech, Markham v Holbech 
adj sums 

Welis v Holton m fj 

In re La Fa gue, Heath v Hinder adj 
suma 

In re Nelson, Lane v Holland adj sums 

In reM Wyatt Furniss v Phear adj 
eumns 

In re Holt, Riches v Jones adj sums 

In re Nelson, Brett v Nelson adj sums 

Inre Vicat Robinson v Vicat adj smns 

In re Malet Malet vMalet adj sums 
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Jackeon v Locke adj sums 
In re Hay Hay v Neville adj cums 
Booth v Shaw act 


In re Hatton Robson v Paniogt.n 
adj sums 

In re Spo ner SpoonervS,ooner adj 
sume 


In re Budd Cutler v How adj sums 
Inre Buid Cutler v How adj cums 
In reHotchinson Junesv Perkins adj 


sums 
In re Edie & Briwo & V & P Act, 
1874 adj sums 
In re Hunt Gowing v Gillham adj 


suma 
In re Phillips Phillips v Allen adj 
sums 
In re Grant Grant v Beddell a*j sura 
In re Hornby Weare v Hornby adj 
sums 
To be continued. 


Further considerations 
In re Mills Mille vy Mills fur con 
InreThomas [homas v Thomas furcon 


Inre Rivis Rivis v Preston far con 
(short) 

In ae Brcok v Brook fur con 
t bd 


In re Winslow Frere v Wiel >w fur con 

Bartlett v Gsrton far con 

In re Blakley Wickham v Digby 
fur con 

Inre H W Johns 
con (short) 

In re Pittara Clayton v Garn‘ss far con 

Reynolds v B andram fur con 

Shuffl-botham v Bevington far con 


Johns v Johas fur 


A4journei summonses 
In re Marsh Marsh v Marsh 
Elliott v Godfrev 
In re Kersbev Drake v Kershaw 
Medlicott » Hubbard 
In re Wilson Alexander v7 Calder 
In re Walton Watltoa v Walto1 
In re Harries Harries v Harries 
In re Harvey Peek v Savory 
Miller v Harper 
In re Holliday (Taxat‘on) 
Evans v Blackwall 





Before Mr. Justice ST1RLING. 
Causes for [rial (with Witnvss:s). 


Foulkes v Jeffryes act 

Lound v Grimwade issue for trial 

Bro.king v Maudelay, Sons & Field 
act 

Stumore v Mont Dore, o 
mouth & peta 

Croslegh v Dando act 

Roots v Williamaon act 

Insole vy Mayor, &c, of Cardiff act 

| Moore v Tylee act 

Wheatley v Freeman act 

Crosti v Ferreira act 

Crosti v Ferreira act 

Millery Tupp act 

Goodspeed v Robinson act 

Goodspeed v Robinson act 

ln re Mesers Bitts & Co's Traie Mark 
moto 

Ia re Cottor, Cotton v Hunter act 

Blyth v Smith act 

Watson v Robson § act 

Tallack v Armstrong, Mitchell, & Cold 

Lea v Chambers act 

Fish v Lyon act 

Crosley v Burrows act and petn 

N cholson v Doncacter Union Sanitary 
Auth :rity act 

Butler & Cov Hall act 

Koott v Turnbull act 

In re Trafford, Nixon v Fogg act 

Chili Gold Mining Co dv Harvey act 

Gill v Hunt counter claim 

Newman v Chubb act 

Sauders v Maule act 

To be continued. 


* Bourne- 


Causes for Trial (without witnesees) 

In re Croome Croome v Croome 
(points of law set down by order, 
19 July, 1887) 

In re Meyrell Holmes v Meynell 
issue of fact (not before Mar 1) 

In re Wailes Wailes v Wailes special 
case (restored) 

Rollit v London Aesce act 





In re Taylor Hughes v Bewley act 
\ Ashton vChenery act 





Knowles v Knowles special case 

Ledbrook v Passmann act 

Saith v Kempeson act 

Jenkins v Jackson m fj 

Harding v Harding special ciee 

C-rbet v Moat act 

Porritt v Walker act & mf j 

Salmond v Teesdale act 

Thornton v Young act 

Hutchings v Wolmershausen act 

Gaxoyne v Tattersfield act 

In re Berridge Berridge v Turner 
m fj (shor!) 

Rameden v May act 

In re Harris Vowell vGamlen ast 

Scales v Rocke a fj (short) 

National Provl Bk of Eagland v Shef- 
field act 

Wallis vy Winter m f j (short) 


Further Considerations. 
In re Bethell Bethell vy Hildyard fur 
con & 2 sumne pt hd 
Maitland v Philpot 2ad fear cn 
In re Bemross Brant v Judd fur 


con 

Smith v Smith adjd eumny to coms 
on as fur con by order 

In re J Jackson Jackson v Jackson 
fur con 

Ja kson v Saxby far con 

Firth v Slingsby fur con 

Sephton v Quilliam fur con 

Thompson v Radcliffs far con (short) 

The British Dynamite Co, ldv Krebvs 
fur con & sumns 

In re Mitchell Cooper v Attorney- 
General fur con 

Newby v Richmond tichmond v 
Newby fur con & sumns 

Minus v Gegory Pragnell v Minns 
fur con 

Adjourned Summonses 

In re Bargees George v S:thard 

Ia re Picken Welmaa v Ryder 

Iare Haley Evans v Hayley 

Craven v lo.ham 

In re Corsellis Lawton v Elwes 

In re Keeping & G'oag, sulrs &o 

In re Sampson & Pa,ice, solrs &e 
(tazation) 

Ia re Same (taxation) 

InreS Camiog Cuming v Ellis 

E !monds v Robinson 

Ia re Goodes Taylor v Colli+r 

In re Meyers & th: Kingston & London 
Ry Co 


siagten v Myers 

[n re Charlton Charlton v Chappall 

In re Wright Davis v Wright 

In re Moffatt Walt nv M >ffatt 

In re Emanuel Coster v Equitable 
Reversy, &c, Soc 

In re Colbourn S‘evenson v McHaffie 

Pritchett v Dry 

In re Wilson & Co'chester & V & P 
Act 

In re Walkinshaw Walkinehaw v 
P. ice 

Inre Hall to Flemmick & V & P Act 
187% 

Fletcher v Reed 

Io re Bradley Brown v Cott ell 

In re Stzkes Ackmen v P-get 

In re Wainman Peake v Waiomai 

In re Frost Frost v Booth 

(To be continued.) 





Before Mr. Justices KEKEWICH, 
Causes for Trial (vith witne+ses). 
In re Harvey Harvey v Lambert act 

Verney v Thom:s act (restore) 

Parker v Bicghim act 

Williams v Neath Canal Navigation 
Proprietors act & counter-cl.im 


Transferred from Justices CHITTY, 
Noatu, and STrxiinoG, for Trial or 
Heariog only—*y Order dated 24 h 
Maren, 1887. 

Freke vy Houseman act 

Stubbs v Kel-ey act 

Earl Syduey v Lowe act 


Transferred from Justice: CuitTTyY, 
Nortu, and STiRxixe, for Trial or 
Hearing ouly—by Order, dated 14th 
June, 1£87. 

Brinton v Howlett act 
Brinton act 

In re Paioe Paine v Paine Paine v 
Paine act 


Howlett v 
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uinetti v Gant act 
Woodgate v Walker act 
Brodbeck v Strickland act 
Cory v Roach act 
Maybury v Williams act 
Moorewood v Smith act 
Brodrick v Blackwo.d & Co act 
Harvey v Corp & anr act 
Davies v Davies act 


Attorney General v Anderson Ander- 
son v Haskins act & counter-claim 
In re England Burns v Pavey act 
In re England Burns v Pavey quss- 
tion of law 

Knaresborough & Claro Building Co v 
Lechmere, Bt act 

Anglo-American Brush, &, Co v 
Edison & Swan United Electric Co 


Greenaway v Sharp act act 

Stanford v Haseall act (not before | Anglo-American Brush, &c, Co v 
Feb 27) Ejison & Swan United Electric Co 

Crampton v Swete & Main act act 


In re Maggs v Knee act Kerr v Richardson act 
Capel & Cov Sims Ship’s Composition | In re Rothwell’s Patent No. 4420 
Co, 1d act (Revocation—Petition) 
In re Crossley Fenton v Rimmington | Tamv Turner act 
actt&mfj pthd Mills & Son v Farmar act 
Boston Deep Sea Fishing & Ice Co, 1d | Mansford v Bell act 
v Ansell act Dutton v Carpenter act 
Powell, exor v Davies act Early v Rathbone act 
InreInfield Infield vy Martin act Netherssle v Dawes act 
Craven Bank, ld v Preston act Sampson v Ellis act 
Sharp v Wilmot act Bullock ¢ Horsford act 
Pickford v Brodrick act (transferred | Pocklington v Iogamells act 
frem Justice Chitty, by order 26 | Badham v Bird act 
July, 1887) Clift v Foster act 
Baker v Jefferies act 
Transferred from Manchester District | Forster v Myers, act 
gistry. | Wynne v Mason act 
Shaw v Shaw action Cannot v Oppenheim act 
Sykes v Dewhurst action Barkitt vSmith act 
Mayor, &c. of Folkestone v Baker act 
Transferred from Justices Currty, | Williamson v Clark act 
Nort, and Stiruina, for Trial Solomon v Ehrmann Bros act 
or Hearing only—by Order, dated | Whitechurch v Barron act 
4th Nov, 1887 Holt v Gill act 
Hopkinson v Peruvian Guano Co act | Goold v Birmingham & Duiley Diet 
Ehrlich v Iblee and avr act BkgCo at 
Sharp v Goody, Cripps, Son, ld act To be continued. 








HIGH COURT OF JUSTICE. 
QUEEN’S BENCH DIVISION. 
Hitary Si1TInes, 1888. 

New Triat PaPer. 

For Argument. 

1887, 


Set down 22nd July Ma‘detone Joy v Brooker Mr Willis Justice Cave 
pt hd 9th December, before Justices Stephen and Charles 

Set down 6th June Middlesex Boes v Palmer & anr Mr Forman for deft 
Saville Justice Stephen 

Set down 15th June Middlesex Aitken v Plowden MrB Rowlands Justice 
Grove 

Set down 8rd August Guildford Gibson & anr v Jeffreys & anr Mr Hopkins 
Justice Cave 

Set down 10th August Norwich Tunaleyv Benton Mr Poyser Justice Grove 

Set down llth August Liverpool Hesketh v Brindle Mr Addison Just.ce 


Da 
Set y 12th August Middlesex Pretty & ors v Fowke Mr Dagdale Justice 
Stephen 
Set p an 7th September Swansea Powell v Gottwaltz & anr Mr Benson 
Justice Denman 
Set down 10th September Newcastleen Tyne Gallagher v Murton Mr Waddy 
Justice Manisty 
Set down 6th October Manchester Nuttall v Lewis & anr, trustees, &} Mr 
Bigham Justice Day 
Set down 24th October Newcastle on Tyne Farrell v Mariin Mr G Bruce 
Justice Mathew 
a a 24th October Nottingham Monson v Beevor Mr Graham Justice 
awkins 
Set down 26:h October Huntingdon Fuller v Danes Mr Horace Brown 
Justice Grove 
Set down 3lst October Gloucester Total Loss Mutual Steamship Insce Co v 
Butt MrRT Reid Baron Huddleston 
Set down 2nd November Lewes Br ndreth vy Cheney Mr Willis Justice Grove 
Set down 3:d November Middlesex Pearpoint & anr v Malcholm Mr RT Reid 
Justice Mathew 
~ down 5th November Carnarvon Shine v Keon Me Marshall Justice 
enman 
Set down 7th November Middlesex Bedman v Tottenham Local Board of 
Health MrT R Kemp Justice Mathew 
es ae 10th November Middlesex Smissen v Der:y & ors Mr Candy Justice 
athew 
Set down 10th November Middlesex Lewis v Alleyne Mr H D Greene 
Justice A L Smith 
Set down 1lth November Middlesex Robbins v Eyre & anr Mr A Cross 
Justice A L Smith 
m — 12th November Middlesex Putts vy Lever Mr Lockwood Justice 
athew 
Set down 14th November Middlesex Smart, Black & Co v United Telephone 
Cold Mr Moulton Justice Mathew 
Set down 15th November Middlesex Hildersbeimer & anr v Mendeleshon Mr 
Witt Justice Mathew 
Set down 17th November Middlesex Neleon v Tyler & anr Mr Hopkins 
Justice Ma' hew 


To be continued. 








Sprectat Paper, 
For Argument, 


Set down 8th June Dus 14th June Harvey &C» Consett Waterworks Co 
v Ritson Points of Jaw SO for a day t» be fixed 

Set down 30th June Due 8th July Clarke & Co Bristol Waterworks C» v 
Mayor, &c, of Bristol Special cass before two jadges 

Set down 28th July Due 5th Aagast Mathews& B  Luker & Cev Lonion, 
Tilbury, & Southend Railway Co Special case before two judges 


Orprosgsp MorIons. 


For Argument, 
In re Arbitration between Hannah and Eddington pt hd Jane 20 before Justices 
Field and Manisty 
In re Same 


Masonic and General Life Assce Co, ld & anr vy Smith & anr 8S O generally 

Tremlett & ors v Hay & ors 

Wallis v Hine Bros 

In re Arbitration between Wright & Howson 

Small v Briton Medical, &c, Assoo, 1d 

Jeffery v Hemmings 

In re Arbitration between Gordon & Smith 

Hood v Saw & Sons 

Blount v Layard 

Harper v Swindell 

Tottle & Wife v Atlas of Bristol, &0, Soo 

Tallerman v Gorer 

Brown v Harrison 

Hone v Anderson 

Membery v Gt Western Ry Co 

Gt Western Ry Co v Alexandra Newoort & South Wales Docks & Ry Co 

Sunderland Trams Co, ld v Jackson & Co 

Grainger and anr v Palmer & Son 

In re a Solicitor Kx parte [ucorporated Law Society 

In rea Sclicitor Ex parte Incorporated Law Society 

In rea Solicitor Ex parte Incorporated Law Society 
(To be continued.) 


Crown Parse. 

For Judgment. 
Northumberland, Newcastle McGregor v McGregor County Court Dofend- 
yx soot H H Judge Holl Argued Nov 15, 1887, cor Justices Stephen & 

mit ’ 
Durham The Queen v Archbishop of York Nisi for mandamus to cill the Rev 
Canon Tristram as one of tho Proctors Argued Nov 29, 1887, cor Lord Chief 
Justice, Baron Pollock & Justice Hawkins 


For ent. 
Hertfordshire The Queen v Cheshunt Local Board Mandamus Dofendant’s 
motion for stay 8 O till Easter, 188s 
Lincolashire Hemstock & ors v Huot & ors County Court Special case De- 
fendant’s appeal H H —— pt hd Mov 10, 1885—s O till Justices 
Day & A L Smith sit toget 
Sheffi-ld_ Company of Proprietors of Sheffield Waterworks vy Guardians of Poor 
of Sheffield Union Order of Sessions Appellants’ nisi to quash (pt hd 25°h 
May, 1887, cor Baron Pollock & Justice Field) 
Carparvonsnire ‘Tne Queen v C Piercs & aor Jj &o & Lianfairfechan Water- 
wo:ks Co Nisi to hear appln Gage Platt & ors the till farther notice) 
7, Wandsworth Ttompson v Fiaser County Court Defendant’s appeal 
H H Jad, 
Wesneuienl The Queen v Jadge of the County Court of Westmoreland and 
ors Nisi for prohibition Expte Maudsley 
Yorkshire, Sheffield Truswell v Horsley County Court Defendant's appeal 
Judge Ellison 
Portsmouth Newton v Monkcom Qdaarter Sessions Special cise Pablic H-alth 
Act, 1875 38 & 39 Vict, c 55, » 269 
Falmouth Roberts v Falmouth Urban Sanitary Authority Magistrate’s case 
Yorkthire, N R_ Brunton v gaa Board of Langbaurgh West Quarter 
Sessions 12 & 13 Vict, c 45,81 
Norfolk Malden v Gidney Magistrate’s case 
Same Same Magistrate’s case 
Devonshire Kyle v Barbor Magistrate's case 
or Sheffield Beevor v Taylor & ors County Court Defendant's spp2al 
H A Judge 
a Se Shaftesbury Sharp v Hatcher County Court Defendant's appeal 
H Judge 
oem, Croydon Swaine v Coffey County Court Plaintiff's appeal H H Judge 
ushington 
London The Queen v Mayor, &c, of London & Townsend Nisi to set aside 
judge’s order for prohibition—rundy & Co v Townseni (ex parte Grandy & 


Co) 

London Clifford vy Holloway Mayor’s Court Plaintiff's appeal d 

Glamorganshire The Queen v J J Williams, Esq, & ore, Licensing Jj's of 
— Nisi for mandamus to Licensing Jj’s to hear, &o, appla (ex parte 

on 

Middlesex, Westminster Thrussell v Handyside & Co, 1d County Court De- 
fendant’e appeal H H Judge Bayley 

Middlesex, Clerkenwell Howard v Ott> County Court Defendant’s appeal 
H H Judge Eddis 

Worcestershire Maroy v Morris Magietrate’s case 

Lancashire Sepbton v Sephton Magistrate’s case 

Lcndon Bush vy Young & ors Mayor’s Court Plaintiff's appeal F Roxburgh, 


Deputy Judge 
(Zo be continued.) 
Rauvenve Parser. . 
In the Matter of the Savile Club and in the Matter of the Customs and Inland 
Revenne Act, 1885 petn of appeal against assessment of property to duty 


Case as to Inhabited House Daty. 
Ross (Surveyor of Taxes) Applt and Chettle, Respt 
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WINDING UP NOTICES. 


London Gazette,—FRIDAY, Jan 6. 


JOINT STOCK COMPANIES. 
LIMITED IN CHANCERY. 

HINCELEY Boot AND SHOE MANUFACTURING Co, LimITED.—Petition for winding 
up presented Jan 4, directed to be heard before Chitty, J., on Saturday, Jan 14 
Burn & Berridge, Pancras lane, agents for Kidney, Leicester, solor for 

etner 

EXICAN SANTA BARBARA MINING Co, L SMITE p.—Petition for winding up, pre- 
sented Jan 3, directed to be heard before North, J.,on Saturday, Jan i4. 
Rogers & Chave, Gt Winchester st, solors for petne 

THAMES SHIPPING Co, LimITED.—Petition for ieding up, presented Nov 29, 
directed to be heard before North J., on Jan"14. Attenborough,, New inn, 
solor for petner 


UNLIMITED IN CHANCERY. 
WEst RIDING OF YORKSHIRE PERMANENT BENEFIT BUIDING SociteTy.—Chitty, 
J., has fixed Jan 19. atbalf past twelve, at his chambers, for the appointment 
of an official sence 


OUNTY PALATINE OF LANCASTER. } 
LIMITED IN CHANCERY. 

CITY AND COUNTY!FINANCE Co, Lim1TED.—The Vice-Chancellor bas, by the order 
dated Dec 14, appointed William Knox, 6, Lord st, Liverpool, to be official 
liquidator. Oreditors are required, on or before Feb 3. to send their names 
and addresses and particulars of their debts or claims to the above. 
Friday, Feb 17, at 11, is appointed for hearing and adjudicating upon debts 
and claims 

WeEsT PANT-Y-GO SILVER LEAD MintnG Co. LiwiTeED.—The Vice-Chancellor has 
fixed Jan 17, at 12,at No. 9, Cook st, Liverpool, for the appointment of an 
official liquidator 


UNLIMITED IN CHANCERY. 

ALEXANDRA PRESTON PERMANENT BENEFIT BUILDING SOcIETY.—Petition for 
winding up. presented Dec ‘9, directed to be heard before Bristowe, V.C., at 
the Assize Courts, Strangeway 8s, Manchester, on Jan 11 at 11. Ascroft, Preston, 
solor for petners 

FRIENDLY SOCIETY DISSOLVED. 
— OF EDINBURGH SIcK AND Buriat Society, 84, Henry st, Liverpool. 
an 2 
London Gazette.—TUESDAY, Jan. 10. 
JOINT STOCK COMPANIES, 
LIMITED IN CHANCERY. 

R10 GRANDE DO Sur (BRAZIL) GOLD MINING Co, LimiTED.—Petn for winding up, 
presented Jan 6. directed to be heard before Chitty, J, on Jan 21, Ashley & 
Co, Frederick pl, Old Jewry, solors for petners 

FRIENDLY SOCIETY DISSOLVED. j 

Dense Seas FRIENDLY SOCIETY, St Mary’s School, Everton Valley, Liverpool. 

an 








CREDITORS’ NOTICES. 
UNDER ESTATES IN CHANCERY. 
Last Day OF CLAIM, 
London Gazette.—TUESDAY, Dec, 27. 
EWING, JoHN Orr, Glasgow, Merchant. Jan 23. Ewing v Ewing, Chitty, J- 
Johnson, Austin Friars 
Hirst, GrEorGE, Leeds, Cloth Manufacturer. Jan 31. Sharp v Fricker, Stirliug, 
J. Whittell, Leeds 
JACKMAN, EDWIN, Lymington, Solicitor. Jan 31. Guy v Staples, Stirling, J. 
Williams, F insbury circus 
London Gazette.—FRIDAY, Dec 30. 
KituHAM, RIcHARD, Tyd St Mary, Lincoln, Farmer, Jan 26, Kilham v Kilham, 
Stirling, J. Jackson, Wisbeach 








WARNING TO INTENDING HOUSE PURCHASERS AND LESSEES, —Before purchasing 
= renting a house have the Sanitary arrangements thoroughly examined by an 
t from The Sanitary Engineering & Ventilation Co., 115, Victoria-st., West- 

ster (Estab. 1875), who also undertake the V. entilation of Offices, &c. —[ADVvT. j 
STAMMERERS AND STUTTERERS should read a little book by Mr. B. BEASLEY, | 
Baron’s-court-house, W. Kensington, London. Price 13 stamps. Theauthor, after 
suffering nearly 40 years, cured himself by a method entirely his own.—[ADVT. } 








BANKRUPTCY NOTICES. 
London Gazette.—FRIDAY, Jan, 6. 


RECEIVING ORDERS. 
Duxup, A3 ALFRED, Ramsgate, Licensed Victualler. Canterbury. Pet Jan3, Ord 


Pet Jan 3, Ord 
Seneye.. Roser, jun, Peterborough, Miller. Peterborough. Pet Dec 24. Ord 


an 3 
a, - WILLIAM, Derby, Marine Store Dealer. Derby. 


BopKIN, GAHAM, Maidstone, Dairyman. Maidstone. Pet Jan3, Ord Jan3 

BOOTLE, WILLIAM, Wigan, Insurance Agent. Wigan. Pet Jan2. Ord Jan2 

Suanpes, Sevres, Dagenham, Essex, Farmer. Chelmsford. Pet Jan2. Ord 
an 





a GEORGE BELLAMY, Nottingham, Commission Agent. Nottingham. 
Pet Jan 4, Ord Jan 4 
BuRKE, THOMAS FErsWAURICR, Strand. High Court. Pet Dees. Ord Dec 19 


Oust, ALYRED, Maude gr, Brompton, Builder. High Court. Pet Jan 2. Ord 
an 
om, > eee Tuomas, Colchester, Tobacconist. Colchester. Pet Jan 3. Ord 
Commas, 7 pane, Abbot’s Langley, Hertford, Builder. St Albans. Pet Jan 3. 
an 3 
Coe. DAviID, Birmingham, Dairyman. Birmingham. Pet Jan 2. Ord 
an 
Dickinson, WILLIAM, Doncaster, Tailor. Sheffield. Pet Jan2. Ord Jan 2 
ener oy — East Stonehouse, Devon, Labourer. East Stonehouse. Pet Dec 
© Jan 
ELKAN, ALEXANDER, Oxford st, Jeweller. High Court. Pet Jan4. Ord Jan4 
Evans, SAMUEL, Louse, pues, Joiner. Stoke upon Trent and Longton. 
et Jan 4. Ord J 
Maidstone, Ord Jan 3 


Maeno, EDWARD, Matstone, Hatter, Pet Jan 3. 








Ray, HARRY NORTON, amen, Watchmaker. 


DREW, ALFRED, 








HEARNE, ROBERT, Leicester, Butcher. Le* ester. Pet Jan2. Ord Jan2 


Hii, ALFRED GEORGE. East Stonehouse, Devon, Licensed Victualler. East 
Stonehouse. Pet Jan?2. Ord Jan2 

IvENS, JAMES, Warwick, Cabinet Maker. Warwick. Pet Jan3. Ord Jan3 

JONES, THOMAS HENRY, Leamington, Builder. Warwick. Pet Jan2. Ord Jang 


| LATHAM, RIcHARD, Coventry, Furniture Desler. Coventry. Pet Jan 2. Ord 


Jan2 
Love, RIcHARD, Plymouth, Dairyman. East Stonehouse. Pet Jan3. Ord Jan3 
MALTZAHN, Baron, residence unknown. High Court. Pet May 14, Ord Jan2 
MANICO, Epwarp CALLEY, Perryn rd, Acton, Cutlery Mavufacturer. High 
Court. Pet Aug 30. Ord Nov 15 
MANSBRIDGE, EDWARD, Twerton on Avon, Somerset, House Agent. Bath. Pet 
Jan 4, Ord Jan 4 


| MCALISTER, WILLIAM, Newcastle on Tyne, Innkeeper. Newcastle on Tyne. Pet 


Jan4. OrdJan4 


| MERCHANT, JAMES EDWIN, Bibury, Gloucester, Grocer. Cheltenham. Pet Dec 


19. Ord Jan 3 
MorRIsoN, ANGUS, City rd, Publisher. High Court. Pet Jan2. Ord Jan2 


NortH, RoGER ARCHIBALD Percy, Aldershot, Sergeant. Guildford and Godal- 


ming. Pet Jan3. Ord Jan 3 
Brighton. Pet Jan 4. Ord 
dan4 
ROBERTSON, re Miford, nr Lymington, Farmer. Southampton. Pet Dec 
28. Ord Jan4 
{0GERS, MARTHA ANN, Congleton, Boot Dealer. Macclesfield. Pet Dec 20. Ord 


Jan % 

SADLER, CHARLES, Merthyr Tydfil, China Dealer. Merthyr Tydfil. Pet Jan 2, 
Ord Jan 2 

SADLER, JESSE JOHNSON, Walsden, Lancs, Valletta Manufacturer. Burtley, 
Pet Jan 4. Ord Jan 4 E 4 

Srmons, WILLIAM HUGHES, Woodford, Essex. High Court. Pet Dec 21. Ord 
Dec 3! 

SmiTH, EpWIN, Birmingham, Nut Manufacturer. Birmingham. Pet Jan 3, 
Ord Jan 8 

SMITH, WILLIAM, potewel, Northamptonshire, Grazier. Northampton. Pet 
Dee 31. Ord Dec 31 

THOMPSON, JOSEPH, Norley, nr Frodsham, Cheshire, Innkeeper. Warrington, 
Pet Jan 38. Ord Jan3 

SUE WittiamM HEnry, Shepton Mallet, Baker. Wells. Pet Jan 2. Ord 

an 2 

VICTOR, oy E., Brackley st, Barbican, Stationer. High Court. Pet Nov 30, 
Ord Dec 31 3 

Weer, Se Stretton, nr Malpas, Cheshire, Farmer. Chester. Pet Dec 
31. Ord Dec 31 


WILKINSON, WALTON, Leicester, Leather Merchant. Leicester. Pet Jan3. Ord 


Jan 3 
FIRS’ MEETINGS. 
AINLEY, Exiza, Batley, Yorks, Milliner. Jan 13 at 10. Off Rec, Bank chmbrs, 


tley 
BENTON, WILLIAM, Derby, Marine Store Dealer. Jan 13 at 12. Off Rec, St 
James’s chmbrs, Derby 
BODGER, ROBERT, jun, Peterborough, Miller. Jan 19 at 12,30. County Court, 
Peterborough 
Bootle, WILLIAM, Wigan, Insurance Agent. Jan 14at10. 16, Wood St, Bolton 


BOREHAM, BENJAMIN, Dagenham, Essex, Farmer. Jan 20 at 11.30. County 
Court, Romford 
BoRLASE, JAMES, Gisburn, Yorks, Mine Manager. Jan 14 at 12.30, Ribblesdale 
rms Hotel, Gisbura kab: 
CLUSE, Epwarp Tuomas, Colchester, Tobacconist. Jan 19 at 11, 1, Trinity 
chmbrs, Colchester 
DAWES, PHILIP HARRISON, Gt George st, Westminster, Builder. Jan 13 at 2.30, 
ae blidgs, Portugal st, Lincoln’s inn fields 
adbroke grove, Grocer. Jan13atil. Bankruptcy bldgs. Por- 
tugal st, Lincoln’s inn fields 
GROSSE, THOMAS JAMES. sauna, Derbyshire, Auctioneer. Jani6at2, Off Rec, 
Figtree lane, Sheffield 
HASLAM, WILLIAM HEnkryY, Stamford, no occupation. Jan 19 at 12. County 
Court, Peterborough 
HEP — JOSEPH, Elland, Yorks, Wollen Manufacturer, Jan16 atil. Off 
ec, ax 
JONES, THOMAS HENRY, Leamington, Builder. Jan 16at10, Off Rec, 17, Hert- 
ford st, Coventry 
LATHAM, RICHARD, renee, Furniture Dealer. Janiéatil. Off Rec, 17, Hert- 
ford st, Coventry 
MCALISTER, WILLIAM, Newcastle on Tyne, Innkeeper. Jani8 atii. Off Rec, 
Pink lane, Newcestle on Tyne 
PAGE, WILLIAM CHARLES, Littishampton, Sussex, Butcher. Jan 17 at 2. Dolphin 
Hotel, Chichester 
PARNELL, GEORGE THOMAS, Sutton st, York rd, Lambeth, Engineer. Jan 16 at 
11. Bankruptcy bldgs, Portugal st, Lincoln’s inn fields 
ray = MakrTIn, Shoreham, Baker. Jan 13 at12. Off Rec, 4, Pavilion bldgs, 
3righton 
Porter, JOSEPH, South Reddish, Lancs, Builders’ Merchant, Jani3at11.15. Off 
Rec, County chmbrs, Mz arket pl, Stockport 
RIcHOLD, HENRY, Long Melford, Suffolk, Painter. Jan 18 at 1. 1, Trinity 
chmbs, Colchester 
ScHULER, J. OTTO, Hatton Garden, Goldsmith. Janiéati2. Bankruptcy bldgs, 
Portugal st, Lincoln’s inn fields 
SHILLITO, RICHARD, Leeds, Painter. Jani13at11. Off Rec, 22, Park row, Leeds 
samen Anam, aang Tydfil, China Dealer. Jan 18 at 11. 25, Colmore 


STOCKER, Soar poo UBB, Batley, Yorks, Hay Dealer. Jan 13 at 3, Off Rec, Bank 
chmbrs, Batley 

SYKEs, WILLIAM. Brierle Hill, Staffordshire, Overlooker of Coal Screens. Jan 
17 at 1.30, Talbot Hotel, Stourbridge 


| Tao, CHRISTOPHER, Armley, Leeds, Boot Manufacturer. Jan 13 at ‘12. 
f 


ec, 22, Park-row, Leeds 


| THompson, CoLtn, Luton, Carpenter. Jan 13 at 11. Off Rec, Park st West, 


Luton, Be 

TITMAN, JAMES, Sheftield, Grocer. Jan16 at3. Off Rec, Figtree lane, Sheffield 

WILL1aMs, Henry Denton MonraGuz, Tunbridge Wells, Corn Merchant. 
Jan16at12. Bankruptcy bldngs, Lincoln’s inn 

WILLIAMS, JAMES, Usk, Mon, Innkeeper. Jani4at 12. Off Rec, 12, Tredegar 
pl, Newport, Mon ; 


ADJ UDICATIONS. 
BEKEN, ALFRED, Ramegate, Licensed Victualler, Canterbury. Pet Jan 3. Ord 


an 

BENWELL, FREDERICK, Westfield rd, Hornsey, Provision Merchant. High 
Court. Pet Dec5. Ord Jan2 

BENTON, aad, Derby, oe al Store Dealer. Derby. Pet Jan 3. Ord 
Jan 

Bene, eee Ae Cannington, Somersetshire, Saddler. Bridgwater, Pet Dec 
(6 ir 








ates Gta lO elUC .lC DCO lO ee lhe) | [6h ee 


a ton 


~~ 





8. 








East 
3 
i Jang 
. Ord 
d Jan3 
Jan 2 
High 
1. Pet 
2. Pet 
et Dec 
2 
Godal- 
|} Ord 
et Dec 
. Ord 
Jan 2, 
irtley, 
l. Ord 
Jan 3, 
1. Pet 
ington, 
2. Ord 
Yov 30, 
et Dec 


} Ord 


:mbrs, 
tec, St 
Court, 


Bolton 
Jounty 


lesdale 
[Trinity 
at 2.30, 
3. Por- 
ff Rec, 
Jounty 
1. Off 
, Hert- 
, Hert- 
ff Rec, 
olphin 
in 16 at 
bldgs, 
5. Off 
Trinity 
bldgs, 


Leeds 
olmore 


, Bank 


s. Jan 


at 12. 
West, 


effield 
‘chant. 


edegar 


. Ord 
High 
Ord 

et Dec 








_ Jan. 14, 1888. 


THE SOLICITORS’ JOURNAL. 177 








Bussty, os W., Old Cavendish st, Oxford st. High Court, Pet Sept 23. Ord 
Bovakty Rovzsr, jun, Peterborough, Miller. Peterborough. Pet Dec24. Ord 


ae.  Waesame, Wigan, Insurance Agent. Wigan. Pet Dec 3i. Ord Jan 2 
Boaeaay,, a emmame Dagenham, Essex, Farmer. Chelmsford. Pet Jan 2. 


Bort, Seer Jom, © Barrow Gurney, Somersetshire, Farmer. Bristol. Pet 
ec r an?2 
BUTTERFIELD, GEBARD ERCONWALD Rassesoen, St James rd, Surbiton, Clerk. 
Kingston, Surrey. Pet Dec16. Ord Dec 
Crit, AIFRED, Maude grove, Brompton, Builder. High Court. Pet Jan 2. 
rc an 
Cocks, fe Victoria st, Westminster, Tailor. High Court. Pet Dec 3° 
an 


r 
Cor SI AND, DaviD, Birmingham, Dairyman. Birmingham. Pet Jan 2. Ord 


Counsamay Lord, the Hon. wr  § ~ ) SaeEM, Powderham Castle, Devon. 
h Court. Pet June6. Ord J. 
oom, WILLIAM, Doncaster, Tailor. "sheffield. Pet Jan2, Ord Jan 2 


EDWARDS, THOMAS EDWIiy, Liverpool, Merchant. Liverpool. Pet Oct 27. Ord 


an 
ELKAN, ALEXANDER, Oxford-st, Jeweller. High Court. Pet Jan4. Ord Jan 4 
Brame, we hp Longton, Staffs, Joiner. Stoke on Trent and Longton. Pet Jan 


Frowss, & SEVERIN, Boyle st, Savile row, Gent. High Court. Pet Nov 28. Ord 


GASCOINE, GEORGE, Carrington, 1 ottingham, Commercial Traveller. Notting- 
ham. Pet Dec30. Ord Jan 
Grvceemane, ALFRED, Whitechapel rd, Hosier. High Court. Pet Dec8 Ord 


GoonaLt, Finer Janes, Basingstoke, Innkeeper. Winchester. Pet Dec8, Ord 
an 
Gnat, Bene GEoRGE, Salisbury, Fishmonger. Salisbury. Pet Dec 19. Ord 


ec 

GUTTEN ——¥ Sanem,  Eingsten on Hull, Cabinetmaker. Kingston on Hull. Pet 
ov le rd 

JONES, THOMAS HENRY, Leamington, Builder. Warwick. PetJan?2. Ord Jan2 


joemy, Neng Seacombe, Chester, Baker. Birkenhead. Pet Dec 28. Ord 


Maxsunipgs, agg Swarts on Avon, Somersetshire, House Agent, Bath. 

an r 

McALISTER, WILLIAM ‘Newcastle on Tyne, Innkeeper. Newcastle on ‘Tyne. 
Pet Jan 4, Ord 

MORRISON, ANGUS, City 1 ~" Publisher. High Court. Pet Jan2. Ord Jan 4 


i EDeUED, Stock Exchange, Stockbroker. High Court. Pet Oct 22. Ord 
PATTISON, “Wittzax ADAM, Caledonian rd, Boot Salesman. High Court. Pet 


ec 23. Ord Jan 4 
Porras, Jara, Reddish, Lancs, Builders’ Merchant. Stockport. Pet Dec 28. 


re an 
RoaEes, MarTHA ANN, Congleton, Boot Dealer. Macclesfield. Pet Dec 20. 


rd Jan 2 
Rosk, F J, Denmark hill, Publican. High Court. Pet Nov 15. Ord Dec 31 
Santee, OF opsnamn, Merthyr Tydfil, China Dealer. Merthyr Tydfil. Pet Jan 2. 


SmITH, Lawoon, Wellington st, Woolwich, Grocer. Greenwich. Pet Dec 10° 


om, Mma Rothwell, Northampton, Grazier. Northampton. Pet Dec 31. 
Tr 


— ~% Ya me, Boamiey rd, Notting hill, Licensed Victualler. High Court. 
et Dec 
TArEHAL, soe, SS Chitts hill pk, Wood green, Builder. High Court. Pet 
ec 21. Ord Jan 
THOMPSON. JOSEPH, Norley, nr Frodsham, Cheshire, Innkeeper. Warrington. 
Pet Jan 3. Ord Jan 3 
Wane, Saoaen, Poland st, Oxford st, Goldsmith. High Court. Pet July 13 


Waray, URi4H, Sleaford, Lincoln, Boot Maker, Boston. Pet Dec 28, Ord 


WILKINS, GEORGE, Leicester, Builder. Leicester. Pet Nov 10. Ord Jan 2 
WooLLey, Syysse, Stretton, nr Malpas, Cheshire, Farmer. Chester, Pet Dec 
31. Ord Jan 3 
London Gazette.—TUESDAY, Jan. 10, 
RECEIVING ORDERS. 


BARFIELD, JOHN WILLIAM, Dronfield, Derbyshire, Farmer. WUhesterfield. Pet 
Jan6. Ord Jané6 
BEED WILLIAM, Holcombe Rogus, Devon, Baker. Taunton. Pet Jan 7. 


Ord Jan7 
BERRY, E1t, Portslade, Sussex, Gardener, Brighton. Pet Jan7. OrdJan7 
Best, J. astm, Je ermyn st, St James, Cheesemonger. High Court. Pet Oct 15. 
ec 


Or 
BEYNON, JOHN, Tregaron, Cardi hire, Li d Victualler. Carmarthen, 
Pet Jan7. Ord Jan7 
Buswrs, Syaeease , South Shields, Plumber. Newcastle on Tyne. Pet Jan7. 
an 


BLAKEMORE, GEORGE Buamano, Bilston, Staffs, Grocer. Wolverhampton. Pet 
Jan5. Ord Jan 


ee Suan, Penetdnstees Yorks, Traveller. Sheffield. Pet Jan 5. Ord 
Soar, Sema, Audley, Lancashire, Shuttle Maker. Blackburn. Pet Jan 6. 


CUMMING, WILLIAM, and Fanny Comemme, Savoy bldgs, Strand, out of business. 
h Court. Pet Jan7. Ord J 
Frost, GEORGE, and WILLIAM Davin F Dacor, Woolwich, Confectieners. Creen- 
ch. Pet Dec 31. Ord Dec 31 


Gonnasp, Gazonas, East Swallowfield, Berks, Farmer. Reading. Pet Jan 4. Ord 


GREEN, GREEN ARTHU ". c 
PetJan6. Ord Jor RB, Commercial st, Whitechapel, Grocer. High Court. 


Mawige, JOHN HENRY, Wrecks, Draper. Cheltenham. Pet Jan 5. Ord 
Horne, I RICHARD, Forest Hill, Clerk. Greenwich. Pet Jan2. Ord Jan2 
HoWARTH, JAMES, Bolton, Provision Dealer. Bolton. PetJan5, Ord Jan 5 
Hunter, JouN EpWArp, Leeds, Painter. Leeds. PetJané6. Ord Jané6 

LANGE, E. L. & Co., Cannon st, Agents. High Court. PetSep 17§ Ord Dec 16. 
Matzane, WILLIAM CHAMBERLAIN, Bristol, Clerk. Bristol. Pet Jan 7. Ord 


an 
MELCHER, ABRAHAM, Cardiff, Furniture Dealer. Cardiff. Pet Jan4. Ord Jan4 
Mice amt, OWEN, and Hucu Oyun MicuazL, Kirkdale, Liverpool, Master 
uilde ders. Liverpool. Ord Jan pte 


MitNxs, JonN, Leeds, Restaurant A Leeds, PetJan 5, OrdJan7 





Mowspeunyet. W111, Liverpool, Olothier’s Manager. Liverpool. Pet Jan 6. 
Oxpapes, CHARLES Henry, Colchester, Builder. Colchester. Pet Jan 6. Ord 
Paxt0x, 6 GEORGE, Towyn, Merioneth, Gent. Aberystwith. Pet July 2. Ord 


PEACOCK, 5 AMES HENRY, Saltburn by the deep Rely, Yorks, Grocer. Stockton on Tees 
and Middlesborough. Pet Jan 4, 

PREVAL, WILLIAM, is, Omnibus Proprietor. Leos. Pet Jan5. Ord Jan 5 
ee J Aaa, Rastrick k, nur Halifax, Mechanic. Halifax. Pet Jan 7. Ord 


Rwy, 1 ensten South Stockton, Yorks, weet Maker. Stockton on Tees and 
Middlesborough. Pet Jan4. Ord Jan 

ROBERTS, GEORGE, and WILLIAM ae Wattegrave rd, Hornsey, Builders. 
High Court. Pet Jan6. Ord Jan 

Rosk, SHEM, Poole, Haulier. Poole, Pot Jan7, Ord Jan 7 


RowE, EDWARD, Wellington, Grocer. Taunton. PetJan4. Ord Jan4 
oy, Se Ex, Landport, Hamps, Grocer. Portsmouth, Pet Jan 5. 


an 
THoMasS, re Worcester, Furniture Broker. Worcester. Pet Jan 6, Ord 
an 
TomEayeon, SINGLETON, Ludlow, Cabinet Maker. Leominster. Pet Jan5. Ord 


an 

Soomaee ya a BEsWICK, Clifton, Commercial Traveller. Bristol. Pet Jan 7. 
r an 

WALEs, Puitir, Crewe, Boot Maker. Nantwich and Crewe, Pet Jan5. Ord 


an5 
Warprop, THOMAS, Wallington, Gent. Croydon. Pet Novi. Ord Dec 21 
Wu1son, James YounG, Trump st, Commission Agent. High Court. Pet Jan 7, 


Ord Jan 7 
The following amended notice is substituted for that published in the 
mdon Gazette of Jan 6. 
ViEwee, By E, Brackley st, Barbican, Stationer. High Court. Pet Nov 30. 
r ec 31 


FIRST MEETINGS. 

BAILEY, z nei peenten, Devon, Mine Proprietor. Jan20 ati1i, 18, Frankfort 
st, Plymout 

BAKEWELL, EDWARD JOHN, Spital st, Guildford, Bicycle Dealer. Jan 17 at 11. 
16 Room, 30 and 31, St Swithin’s lane 

Banks, CHARLES, Weston su; — Mare, Cabinet Maker. Jan 18 at 11.15. Railway 
Hotel, Weston super 

Barron, Francis J., Blackheath, Gent. Jan 20 at 11.30. 109, Victoria st, 
Westminster 

BENSUSAN, JACOB SAMUEL LEvy, Jewin st, Ostrich Feather Manufacturer. Jan 
20 at 2.30 ae gm bldgs, Portugal st, Lincoln’s inn fields 

pune. © Gustav, Anti A Bow, Hairdresser. Jan 17 at 2.30, 33, Oarey st, 

coln’s 
BissET, WILLIAM, South Shields, Plumber. Jan 2i at 10.30. Off Rec, Pink lane, 
ewcastle on Tyne 

BLAMEY, WILLIAM, and SAMUEL GROSE, Wings rd, Stukeley pk, Fulham, 
Builders. Jan 20 ati. 33 Carey Lincoln’s inn 

BopkKIN, GAHAM, Maidstone, Dalsyman. an 17 at 3. "Ott Rec, Week st, Maid- 


stone 

BRIDDON, RICHARD, Stannington, Yorks, Traveller. Jani8 at 3. Off Rec, Fig- 
tree lane, Sheffield 

BRIDGER, GEORGE, BELLAMY, Nottingham, Commission Agent. Jan 17 at 11. 
Off Rec, Nottingham 

BROUGHTON, HENRY MARTIN, Great Grimsby, Sign Writer. Jan 18 at 12, Off 
Rec, 3, Haven st, Great Grimsby 

BULLEN, bICHARD, Duke ra Stamford st, Licensed Victualler. Jani7at12, 33 
Carey st, Dincoln’s 

Cave, THomas, Oxford, .~ Jan 18 at 11,30. 1, St Aldates, Oxford 


HHASSEREAUX, EDWARD, New Clee, or Fish Merchant. Jan 18 at 
12.30. Off Rec, 3, wae Great Grims 
CoLLINs, ng | Langley, a ordshire, Bulle er, Jani8at12. Malden Hotel, 
Watford J anstien. £2 
Mary ANNE, ‘Altrincham, > Saittass. Jan 17 at 11.30. Off Rec, Ogden’s 
chbrs, Bridge st, Manches 
Day, =" Horbury, Yorks, Colliery Proprietor. Jan 17 at11. Off Rec, Bond 


akefield 
Dosa, ¢ aus, East Stonehouse, Devon, Labourer. Jan 20 at 10. 18, Frankfort st, 
ymou' 
Dovesss, WILLIAM, Queensbur ary meme South Kensington, Builder. Jan 2) at 
Bankruptcy bidngs, inn 
Exuny, Le —— “= Hornsey, Rug Manufacturer. Jan 17 at 11. 33, 
CO) ’ 
Brass. Bas SAMUEL, Longton, Staffordshire, Joiner, Jani9 atii. Off Rec, New- 
castle under 


FROGLEY, FREDERICK WALTER, Longb: widas | = Barking, out of business. Jan 
18 atil. Bankruptcy bidngs, in’s inn 

FromM, LEOPOLD, Paternoster row, Manufactarer’s Agent. Jan 17 at 2.30, 
83, Carey st, Lincoln’s ian 

Gama. JaMEs, High st, Deptford, Boot Dealer. Jani9at3 109, Victoria st, 


es ter 
GASCOINE, GEORGE, Nottingham, Commercial Traveller. Jan 17 at 12. Off Rec, 
Nottingham 


is 
GREIG, WILLIAM JAMES, JOHN HENRY GREIG, and GEORGE ALEXANDER GREIG, 
t, Ironmongers, Jan 19 at 12. Bankruptcy bdgs, 
Portugal st, Lincoin’s inn fields 


HEADFORD, EDWARD, Maidstone, Hatter. Jan 17 at 4. Off Rec, Week st, Maid- 


stone 
HEARNE, ROBERT, Leicester, Butcher. Jan 2% atii. 28, Friar lane, Leicester 


HERON, JOHN ALEXANDER, Birkenhead, Grocer. Jan 18 at 2. Off Reo, 48, 
Hamilton sq, Birkenhead 

HILL, ALFRED GEORGE, East Stonehouse, Devon, Licensed Victualler. Jan 20 at 
8. 18, Frankfort st, Plymouth 

HowakTH, 4 AMES, Bolton, vision Dealer. Jan i9ati1. 16, Wood st, Bolton 


Lewis, Davin, Cardiff, Haulier. Jan 19 at 12. Off Rec, 29, Queen st, Cardiff 
Logis, ROBERT, Saoenahe, Cheshire, Baker. Jan 18 at 2.30. Off Rec, 48, 
Hamilton enhead 


LOVE, yt 4 Dairyman. Jan 23 at11i, 18, Frankfort st, Plymouth 


7 a. R tnng Twerton on Avon, Somerset, House Agent. Jan 26 at 
ERCHANT, JAMES KDW win, Bibury, Gloucester, Grocer. Jan 17 at 3.80. King’s 
o 
Musye, Byeaee, , Marchmont st, Russell sq, Baker. Jan 19 at 11, 33, Carey st, 
eee EDWAED, Colvestone crescent, West Hackney, Commission Agent. 
Jan 20'at 2.90. 83, Carey st, Lincoln's inn 
NoRMAN, ALFRED Henry TUFF, Fiasco 26, Cooush Had, Cabinet Maker. Jan 19 


£2.30. 83, Carey Lincoln’s 

Pata i's ieee Stockbroker. Jan 18 at 12. Bankruptcy 
8, Lincoln’s 

: enous, Me erton rd, Mitcham, out of busin 88, Jan 19 ati2, 109, Victoria 

‘st, 
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Jan 18 at12. Off Rec, 4, Pavilion 
Jan 17 at 11. 33, 





Ray, Harry Norton, Brighton, Watchmaker. 
bldgs, Brighton 
RicuHER, ARTHUR, Gresham bldgs, Willesden green, Draper. 

Carey st. Lincoln’s inn 
ROBERTSON, THOMAS, Milford, nr Lymington, Farmer. 

East st, Southampton 
Rogers, MARTHA ANN, Congleton, Boot Dealer. 

Edward st, Macclesfield 
Rosz, F J, Bull’s Head, Denmark hill, Publican. 

‘Lincoln’s inn . 
SAWYER, JOHN, Twyford, Berks, Butcher. Jan19at12. Queen’s Hotel, Reading 
SILVER, MEYERS, and BERNARD JaconpsoNn. Manchester, Merchants. Jan 17 at 12. 
Off Rec, Ogden’s chbrs, Bridge st, Manchester 


Sm, EDWARD G., Clothfair. Jan 19 at11. 33, Carey st, Lincoln’s inn 


Jan 18 at 11. 


Jan 18 at 11. 33, Carey st, 


STEVENS, JAMES, Warwick, Cabinet Maker. Jan 19 at 10. 
st, Coventry 

TuckER, WILLIAM HENRY, Shepton Mallett, Baker. 
Hotel, Wells 

TURNER, JAMES, Golden sq, Solicitor. 


TEMPLE, CHARLOTTE, Plymouth, Widow. 


Mitre 


83, Carey st, Lincoln’sinn 


Jan 17 at 12.30. 


Jan 18 at 11, 
Jan 23 at 12, 


Jan 20 at 11. 
Maldon 


mou 
Tuomas, JOSEPH, Tything, Worcester, Furniture Broker. 
c, Worcester 
UNDERWOOD, WILLIAM ARTHUR, Watford, Farmer. Jan 18 at 11. 
Hotel, Watford Junction, Herts 
WALES, Puiuip, Crewe, Kootmaker. Jan 18 at 11. 


WATKINS, THEOPHILUS, Lamb’s Conduit st, Upholsterer. 
Carey st, Lincoln’s inn 

WILKINSON, WALTON, Leicester, Leather Merchant. 
lane, Leicester 

‘Woops, FREDERICK GEORGE, Mirander rd, Holloway, Wine Merchant. 
at 2 Bankruptcy bldngs, Lincoln’s inn 

Woo.ey, F pWARD, Stretton Hall Farm, nr Malpas, Farmer. Jan 18 at 2. Off 

c, Crypt chbrs, Chester 


Royal Hotel, Crewe 
Jan 20 at 12, 33, 


Jan 18 at 3, 


WooreTEiHoLuns, THOMAS, Monnery rd. Upper Holloway, late Farmer. Jan19 | 


at11, Bankruptcy bldngs, Lincoln’s inn 
ADJUDICATIONS. 
ADDIS, » Apo Es EDWARD, Staines rd, Hounslow, Builder. 
an 4 
annsr, E11z, Batley, Yorks, Milliner. Dewsbury. Pet Dec 28. 


ATKINSON, SAMUEL, Dingwall rd, Croydon, Builders’ Merchant. Croydon. 
Dec?2. Ord Jan4 

Daaree, Sous Wasser, Mickley, Derby, 

BARRON, FRANCIS J, Blackheath, Gent. Greenwich. 


Brynon, Joun, Tregaron, Cardigan, Licensed Victualler. 
Jan2. Ord Jan7 
Bunpett, \WiL12AM, Holcombe Rogus, Devon, Baker. Taunton. Pet Jan @é. 


Brentford. Pet Dec 


Ord Jan 5 
Pet 


Farmer. Chesterfield, “Pet Jan 5. 
Pet Nov 23. Ord Jan3 


an7 
BIssET, by) South Shields, Plumber. Newcastle on Tyne. 


Ord Jan 


CLIFFORD, RICHARD, Tilton on the Hill, 
Oct 24. Ord Jan 4 

CoLLInson, GroncE FREDERICK HAMPTON, 
Court. Pet May 17. Ord Jané6 

Crook, W1111A4M, Chorley, Lancs, Contractor. Bolton. Pet Dec2i. Ord Jan7 


Dopp, J, _ Stonehouse, Devon, Labourer. East Stonehouse. Pet Dec | 
9 rd Jan4 

Exuiorr, THomas LEwIs, Hastingleigh, Kent, Maltster. 
12. Ord Jan6 

Cues. JOHN y Littleborough, Printer. 


Leicester, Farmer. Leicester. Pet 


Oldham. Pet Dec 8. 


an 
GoppARD, GEORGE, East Swallowfield, Berks, Farmer. 
Ord Jan 4 


HEARNE. ROBERT, Leicester, Butcher. Leicester. Pet Dec14. Ord Jan 8 
Heump, Bpcwann, Dartmouth rd, Forest hill, Clerk, Greenwich. Pet Jan 2 


2 
HowakTH, JAMES, Bolton, Provision Dealer. Bolton. Pet Jan5. Ord Jan5 
HowELL, THomas, Liverpool, Baker. Liverpool. Pet Dec16, Ord Jan7 
HUunNTER, JOHN , Leeds, Painter. Leeds. Pet Jan6é. Ord Jan6é 


Jan 20 at 12. Off Rec, 4, 


Off Rec, 23, King | fe 

| MritnEs, JoHN, Leeds, Restaurant Keeper. 

| NEwTon, Tuomas, Bilbrough, Yorks, Common Brewer. Oldham. Pet Dec 10, 
Ord Jan 6 


| PREVAL, WILLIAM, Leeds, Omnibus Proprietor. Lecie. 


ae) . EDWARD, Cefnmawr, nr Ruabon, Brickmaker, Wrexham. Pet 
8PiInk, HENy JOHnN, Great James st. Jan 18 at 2.30. 33, Carey st, Lincoln’s inn | Posmasne, By ~¥ P 3 Deo 


Off Rec, 17, Hertford | 


18, Frankfort st, Ply- | 
Off | 


Jan 20 | 


Carmarthen. Pet | 


Chancery lane, folicitor. High | 168 
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Canterbury. Pet. Dec | | 
Ord | 
Reading. Pet Jan 4. 





—= 


ceeees, J Ae Roxeth, Harrow on the Hill, Builder. St Albans. Pet Noy 
29. Ord D 

Lipscoms, L H, , ey Builder. High Court. Pet Nov 25. Ord Jan7 

Love, RicHakrp, St Budeaux, Devon, Dairyman. East Stonehouse. Pet Jan 3, 

Furniture Dealer. Cardiff. Pet Jan 4. Ord 


Ord Jan ; 
a ABBAHAM, Cardiff, 
4 
Leeds. PetJan5. Ord Jan5 


ri 
PEACOCK, JAMES HENRY, Saltburn by the Sea, ran, Grocer. Stockton on Tees 
and Middlesborongh. Pet Jan4. Ord Jan 
Pet Jan 5. Ord Jan5 


le r an 5 
RIcHOLD, HENEY, Long Melford, Suffolk, Painter. Colchester. Pet Dec 31. Ord 
Jan 5 


an 
RIpiEy, EpwasgD, South Stockton, Boot Maker. Stockton on Tees and Middles. 
borough. Pet Jan 4. Ord Jan4 
Ray, Pr a oem, © Upper 8t James st, Brighton, Watchmaker. Brighton, 
an 4 r 7 
RowE, EDWARD, Wellington, Grocer. Taunton. Pet Jan4. Ord Jan4 


SMITH, ieee E.xa, Landport, Hampshire, Grocer. Portsmouth. Pet Jan 
4. an 

THOMAS, cone, Worcester, Furniture Broker. Worcester, Pet Jan6, Ord 

Leominster. Pet Jan5. Ord 


Jan 
TOMLINSON, SINGLETON, Ludlow, Cabinet Maker. 


| wal, © Purp, Crewe, Boot Maker. Nantwich and Crewe. Pet Jan5. Ord 
28, Friar | 


WICKES, —_ ADOLPHUS, Ecclesfield, Finsbury park, Builder. 


High Court, 
Pet Novi1é6. Ord Jan 6 








BIRTHS, MARRIAGES, AND DEATHS. 


BI 3. 
| FRENCH. ef 8, at Stafford -terrace, Kensington, the wife of Mr. French, Q.0., 


of a daughte 


| OWEN.—Jan. 7, at Tedworth- -square, Chelsea, the wife of Edward Annesley Owen, 


barrister-at-law, of a daughter. 
STEPHENS.—Jan., 5, at Chatham, the wife of Adolphus F. W. Stephens, solicitor, 
of a daughter. ' 


DEATH. : 
DAvIpson,.—Jan. Madegwick Spicer Davidson, of Prince’s-square and Spring- 
gardens, aged 72 








| All letters intended for publication in the “ Solicitors’ Journal”? must be 
Pet Jan 7. | 


Beaune, I romano, Stannington, Yorks, Traveller. Sheffield. Pet Jan 5, Ord | 


authenticated by the name of the writer. 
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SAFES | 
FOR JEWELLERY, PLATE DEEDS, BOOKS, &c. 
SOLICITORS’ DEED D BOXES, 
FIRE RESISTING SAFES, rv ‘0s,, £ £5 5s.,and £8 5s, 
LISTS FREE. 


11, NEWGATE ST., LONDON, E.C. 


LONDON GAZETTE (published “by authority) and 
LONDON and COUNTRY ADVERTISEMENT 





ROBE 


| To Her Majest; 
the Judicial 





street. 


EDE AND SON, 


fee MAKERS, 


BY SPECIAL APPOINTMENT, 


the Lord Chancellor, the Wate of 
mch, Corporation of London, &c | 


ROBES FOR QUEEN’S COUNSEL AND BARRISTERS. 


SOLICITORS’ GOWNS. 


Law Wigs and Gowns for Registrars, Town Clerks, 
oo and Cherks of the Ponce. ” ‘ae 


CORPORATION ROBES, UNIVERSITY AND CLERGY GOWNS. 
ESTABLISHED 1689. 


94, CHANCERY LANE, LONDON. 
you want Money without Fees—amounts 


F 
I £10 to £1,000—before applying elsewhere see Mr. | 
O. CLIBURN, personally if possible, 43, Great Tower- 


- London Gazette. 


Advertisements can be received at these Offices 
| for the current Gazette without Expedition Fees 
until 1.15 p.m. on 


Mondays and Thursdays. 








— | GOVERNMENT EXPEDITION FEES 
(ON LATE ADVERTISEMENTS). 


Mondays and Thursdays ... to 4.15 p.m. 5s, 
Tuesdays and Fridays .. .. ,, 11.15 a.m. 108, 
1.15 p.m. 208, 


REYNELL & SON, 


** London Gazette’? and General Advertising 
Contractors, 


44, CHANCERY LANE, W.C, 
(Opposite Lincoln's Inn Gateway). 
ESTABLISHED BY THE LATE GEO, REYNELL IN 1812, 








rr 117, CHANCERY LANE, one 


TEN NEY GREEN, Advertisement Agent, | 
begs to direct the attention of the Legal Profession 

to the advantages of his long experience of upwards of | 
forty years, in the special insertion of all pro forma 
.» and hereby solicits their continued support.— 

N.B. One copy of advertisement only required, and the 


B 
| = h Shot House, 


| Billiard room, lib 
| The whole staff pl 


eas weekly. — Parti 


| guin 
strictest care and promptitude assured. Official stamped | | Superintendent, H. BRANTHWAITE, F.R.C.S. Ed. ; and road, and 19, 20, ani 
| reference is permitted to Mesers. MUNTON & MORBIS, | lished 1862 

| 


forms for advertisement and file of ‘‘ London Gazette” 
kept. Byappointment, 


ors for the TREATMENT and CURE | 
RIETY and MORPHIA HABIT, 
Twickenham, — Charmingly | 
cluded. Gentlemen only. 
, lawn tennis court, bowls, &c. | 
zed _abstainers. Terms—2h to 5 


Solicitors, 954, Queen Victoria-street, London, 


| PUBNISH our HOUSES or APART- 
ME THROUGHOUT on 
MOEDER’S HIRE SYSTEM. 

The original, bes 


Cash prices. No extra charge for time given. 
Particulars, a Press opinions, testimonials 


ost-free. 
F. MOEDER, 248 9, A“ § 250, Tottenham-courte 
d 21, M orwell-street, W. 


ALSO for HIRE ONLY. 


Limited number taken. | 


culars from the Medical | 





Q.¢6., 
Owen, 


licitor, 


pring- 


Offices 
on Fees 


EES 


n. 5s, 
n. 108. 
1. 208, 
ertising 


.C, 


IN 1812, 





